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CHAPTER 1

BASIC STATE STATISTICS

A. TITLE I
Tables 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3 present basic information about participating

Local Educational Agencies, numbers of pupils and money expended,

TABLE 1-1

RHODE ISLAND STATISTICS

Total number of operating LEAs in the State 40
Number of LEAs participating in Title I 40
Number of Title I projects 94

Academic year - 74
Summer - 20

Number of pupiis who participated in Title I programs 15,993

Academic year - 10,922
Summer - 5,071
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T4BLE 1-2

1970-71 ACADEMIC YEAR TITLE I EXPENDITURES AND NUMBER
OF PARTICIPANTS BY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Enrecllment
LEAs Expended Public Non-Public
Barrington $ 15,995 24 0
Brisrol 32,806 152 20
Burrillville 52,163 49 0
Central Falls 80,037 164 46
Charlestown .
Coventry 5,554 24 0
Cransten 117,336 182 23
Cumberland 21,843 104 0
East Greenwich 17,242 110 37
East Prcvidence 116,758 672 30
Foster 2,666 31 0
Glocester 1,886 87 0
Heplkinton 6,237 22 0
Jamestown 12,184 41 0
Johnston 52,554 157 17
Lincoln 18,746 41 11~
Little Cocmpton 2,718 25 0
Middlertown 110,973 776 14
Narragansett 7,847 _ 12 0
Newport 164,696 598 61
New Shoreham 818 52 0
North Kingstown 55,280 136 0
North Providence 51,172 121 5
North Smithfield 6,649 70 0
Pawtucket 350,852 418 84
Portsmouth 57,032 320 0
Providence 1,218,152 4101 318
Richmond 5,805 19 0
Scituate 4,835 22 0
Smithfield
South Kingstown 28,649 110 0
Tiverton 28,154 97 0
Warren 39,747 46 0
Warwick 139,292 338 65
Westerly 25,735 91 0
West Warwick 48,891 160 14
Woonsocket 254,419 420 163
Exeter-West Greenwich 18,408 90 0
Chariho 12,805 53 0
Foster-Glocaster 10,595 : 69 0




TABLE 1-3

1971 SUMMER TITLE I EXPENDITURES AND NUMBER
OF PARTICIPANTS BY SCHCOL DISIRICT

' - Enrollment ]

| I.EAs Expended Public Non-Public

Barrington S €,528. 46 0
Bristol 17,177 219 27
Burrillville

Central Falls 14,928 98 30
Charlestown 4,072 : 1y 0
Coventry 36,688 157 43
Cranston 19,011 128 10
Cumberland

East Greenwich
East Providence
Foster
Glocester
Hopkinton ,
Jamestown 2,294 15 0
Johnston
Lincoln 7,160 14 1
Little Compton
Middle: swn 60,291 465 19
Narragansett . :
Newport 26,415 97 7
New Shoreham
North Kingstown 21,236 277 0
North Providence
North Smithfield

Pawtucket 52,513 373 29
Portsmouth

Providence 329,284 2,092 304
Ricimond '

Scituate

Smithfield 1 28,830 74 _ 70
South Kingstown 11,350 35 3
Tiverton

Warren

Warwick 22,507 154 11
Westerly

West Warwick

Woonsocket - 73,283 328 35

Exeter~West Greenwich
Charihc ;
Foster-Glocester 7,702 20 0
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Enrollment and Expenditure

During 1970-71, 15,993 children participated in Title I projects in the
State of Rhode Island. During the six years in which Title I funds have
been available, over 100,000 children in Rhode Island have received services
funded by ESEA, Title I. Table l-¢ shows the number of children who have
been served since 1965, the amounts ¢ftotal funds_expended and thz: annual

average per pupil cost each vear,

TABLE 1-4

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS AND FINANCILAL DATA OF TITLE I PROGRAMS: 1965-71

-—

Unduplicated Count of Children l

! A Funds Averége Per
Year Public Non-Public Total Expended Pupil Cost
65-66 13,604 2,842 16,446 $2,896,351.98 5176.11
66-67 14,118 3,589 17,707 3,578,640.00 202.10
67-68 17,909 3,168 21,077 3,379,749.00 160.35
58-69 14 €11 2,093 16,704 3,100,856.00 185.64
69-70 15,133 1,710 16,843 3,464,714.00 205.71
70-71 14,526 1,467 15,933 3,677,557.00 230.81




5

During the year 1967-68 an all time high of 21,077 children participared in
Title I programs. A purposeful effort to limit the number served so that the m-—
pact on each child could be increased was wmade at that time and the result was a
cut-back in the numbe:s of participants in the following year. The number served
during the past three vears has not changed significantly, but the funds expended
have increased somewhat with the result that the avera:e per pupil cost has in-
creased this year cver all previous years. The per pupil Title I costs this year
were $230.81,

In addition to the $230.81 of Title 1 serviczs, Rhode Island children were
recipients vf educational programs and services from non-Title I fuads costing
an average of $901.42. In all, tnen, =2ach Rhode Tsland Title I child received an
average of $1,132.23 worth of school services.

The distribution of Title I monies expended is shown in Table 1-5 and
Figures 1-1, 1-1A, and 1-1B. Monies c2iu be designated as having been spent on
instructi nal activities, service activities, program administration, capital
outlay, fixed charges, maintenance, and operation of plant. The largesi amount
of money was Spent on instructional activities: it represents 66, of the total
expended. Service activities account for 16% of the total expended; administration
12%, and the remaining 6% was expended fcr capital cutlay, fixed charges, mainte-
nance and operation of plant.

The largest expenditure was for reading activities; 39% of all Title I monies
was expended for reading insurwetion. English as a second language was the second
largest program and accounted for an expenditure of 6%, follcwed by special activi-
ties for the handicapped und mathematics each having etpenditures of 4% of the
total. That service autivity for which the largest amount was spent was guidance
and counseling; it accounted for 3% of the total expended. The w2xt largest
expenaitures in the service area were in school social work, attendanc~n, and

medical areas.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE 1-3
TITLE 1 £XPENDITNIRES
1970-71
Approximate Arproximate
Percentages  Parcentages
of of
Instructional To:tal
Instructional Activities Activities Expenditures
Art $ 40,453 1.66 1.10
Business Education 14,710 .06 04
Cultural Enrichment 80,906 3.33 2.20
English-Reading 1,254,047 51.59 34.10
English-2nd Language 198,588 8.17 5.40
English-Speech 33,098 1.36 .09
English-Other 22,065 .09 .06
Health/Phys.Ed./Recreation 47,808 1.97 1.30
Industrizl Arcs 36,776 1.51 1.00
Mathematics 150,780 6.20 4,10
Music 28,420 1.21 .08
Natural Science 33,098 1.36 .09
Social f¢cience 44,131 1.82 1.20
Sp. Activities for Handicapped 121,359 4,79 3.30
Pre-K. and Kind:-.garten 55,163 2,27 1.50
Othe: Instructional Activities
e.g T™vap-out, Consultants,
. -service, Tutorial 248,462 11.04 7.30
TOTAL COST OF INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES-2,430,864
Approxinmate
Percentages
of
Service
Service Activities Activities
Actendance 77,229 13.55 2,10
Clothing 44,121 7.74 1.20
Food " 55,163 9.68 1.50
Guidance ard Counseling ' 106,647 18.71 2.90
Health-Dental 7,002 1.23 .02
Health-Medical i 51,436 9,03 1.40
Library 7,705 1.35 .02
Psychological 11,033 1.93 .02
School Social Work 84,584 14,84 2.30
Speech Therapy 25,743 4,52 .07
Transportation €9,874 12.26 1.9C
Sp. Services for Handicauped 11,033 1.93 .03
Other Service Activities 18,388 3.23 .05
TOTAL CCST OF SERVICE ACTIVITIES 570,021
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 430,398 11.70
CAPITAL OUTLAY, FIXED CHARGES
Q MAINTENANCE, OPERATION OF PLANT 246,274 6.70

GRAND TOTAL $3,677,557



FIGURE 1-1

TITLE I TOTAL EXPENDITURES
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FIGURE 1-1 B
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B. STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM
During the 1968 legislative session of the State of Rhode Island there was
enacted a State Compensatory Education Acx: Chapter 160, Section IV, Public
Laws of 1967 as amended by Chapter 170, Public Laws of 1968. This was funded
to the extent of $2,000,000. in Fiscal year 70~71.
The guidelines to the administration of this bill indicate i{ts purpose:
"The purpose of the appropriation is to provide
financial assistance to school programs for the
disadvantaged child currently in operation and
such programs initiated by the school district
in the future and as approved by the department."
This State compensatory education bill is very closely related to Title I adminis-
tratively, the same personnel administering both bills. Entitlements of school
districts for State compensatory funds is based on the numbers of low-income
children for whom they are allotted Title I funds. The method by which
priorities are established and the relationship between the State Compensatory
and Title I programs ig described below:
Each school ranked will fali into one of the following priorities:
A, Tdtle I eligible schools 1) Btate funds may be used to sup-
cperating Title I programs plement Title I projects.
(optional) to provide additional
services (new or existing) for
disadvantaged children.
2) State funds may be used to con-
+ tinue existing Title I projects

if Title I funds have been
transferred to another Title I

project.
B, Title I eligible school 1) If priorities Al or A2 are not
not operating Title I elected, state funds may be
program used to implement projects in

priority B schools according
to the order in which they are
ranked.




N
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State funds may be used to
inltlate new projects or to
continue or supplement existing
projeccs which are locally
funded.

If new prugrams are i1mplemented,
any services provided therein
must also be made available to
chiidren in existing Title 1
ptujects who have similar needs.

11

C.

Non-eligible schools
under Title I

2)

3

State funds may be used in these
schools only atver the needs in
B have been met and only in
schools where there is a suffi-
cient number of disadvantaged
children to make a program
feasible.

Program must be fcr disadvanvaged
with c¢ibers .nly on & space avall-
able basis.

Services provided must also be
pruvided to ckildren in Title I
eligible schools who have need
for such services.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Staﬁe Compensatory funds can be us ed sgparately t¢ operale compensatory
education programs or may be combined wirh Tict:e I funds to operate joint
Title I-State Compensatcry programs. During the fis.al year 19/0-71, S1.3
million was expended on 27 programs separatvly :inanced by State Compensatory,
Section 4 funds. Those programs served ‘ver 10,000 children at a per-pupil cost
of §125.15.

Twenty~two programs operated under jeint runding cf State and fitle I
monies. Those programs served 7,950 children atr a totval cost of $2,007,399,
for a rer-pupil expenditure of $252.50.

- State Compensatory monies were expended in similar proportions to Title I
monies; in the instructional categories, 22% of all State Compensatory monies
expended was for English-Reading pregrams, 5% English as a Se.ond Language
programs, 2% Special Activities for Handicapped and 1% for Mathematics programs.
In the service caregories, a somewhat different distribution of expenditures
was noted as compared to Title I;.IZZ for Tfansp;rLatlcn, 11% for ¥ood and 3% for
Guidance &nd Counseling.

A thorough analysis of the expenditures for State Compensatory, Section 4

funds can be found in Table i-6 and Table i-7.
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TABLE 1-¢

TITLE 1 AND STATE COMPENSATC™  “ROGRAMC
[ s

U_
N T : Comb:ned
State only Title I cnly § State and Title I
!
Number of projects 27 E 43 } 22
| | .
Number of pupils 10,401 ; 8,043 ] 7,950
t ‘
Amount expended $1,301,725. E $2,313,301. ! $§2,007,399
% i
; (Ticle Iz
; $1,364,256,
; State:
; $643,143)
Per pupi. costs §125.15 ? §237.61 $§252.50
E (Title I: 171.60
' State: 80.90)
F
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TaBll 1=

STaTE COMPENSAYOR: =NFEND.IURES

1970~7.
Apprus. L.l e Approximat::
Percer:ages Fercentages
Zt of
fostr. . _:raal Teral
dnsiru.tionar Antivities Acti -ivs Zxpenditures
Culturar-Enrichment S 7,85 .04
Exglisti-Re-.ding 122,905 o 21.51
Englizh-ind Langusge L0G 7 30 5.23
English-vthe: 786 05 .04
Healtl Fh,s. Fd |, Re . ceaticn 15,734 b 08
[ndusteiai Acte 9,434 .00 .5
Mathemat 1cs 23,002 —. 1= 1.20
Music 5, 200 Qs .03
Natural § :ience 2,67 - .01
Scoia’ Sclznce G4 ) .05
Vooat o lhia: Edu Loion i oy ) Il
Sp- A tivities ror Handicapped 3,009 - 1.93
rre-K anc Kindz:opgalien i, 91 ! 1.11
Cones instie Uional Activities 4a 5,65 3002 22.10
TOTAL <z LE (NSTIRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES- 1,503, 5406
Appri Zimate
Percescages
Ser ice
Service A.l . v1i.=z8 Act:i.itles
Attendence 125
F.cd 221,393 24,55 11,26
Guldance and Counseling 49,071 - 54 2.49
Health~Dental 130
Ezaltbk~Meaical 7,868 = 37 .04
Libcary: 9,685 59 .05
Psycheiogical 9,834 7l .05
S.hecl So.1al Work 15,734 4 .08
spee. b Therapy 7,867 3] .04
Izansl rlaflern 239,0:0 “u 02 12.15
Others mervice Activities 13,59: 37 .07
TOTAL COS1 .F -ERVICE ACTIVII1ES- 574, 308
ADMINISIRATIVZ CUSTS 91, 315 4,68
CAPITAL @UT aAx, FIXED CHARGES,
MAINIENA' (i. CFERATION (OF PLANT 195,79 9.92
Q  Z3ANL I. $1,966,308
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CHAETER 2

CHILDREN SERVED
(DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTIUS)

A. PARTICIPANTS }./ GRADE

The number of children served by Title I during both the academic year
and summer ¢f 1970-71 1s presented in Table 2-1. A review ot that table
immediately .nakes it clear that the greatest 1mpac1:‘ of Title I is being made
in the early elementary grades. The largeb;t numbers of children participating
are in grades 1, 2, and 3, tollowed closely by grades 4, 5, and 6. A ccn-
siderably smaller populaticn of junio? high school children is served, and an
extremely small number of high school pupils are participating. This may
significantly reflect SEA encouragement of concentration in the early grades
with the goal of prevention as opposed to csstly remediation in the future,

This pattern of participation has been consistent each year since 1965.
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Tabok  2-1

190~ "0 PART LU Irar LGN By GhabEs

Litle |}
T e e e e e
§ Academic  real SULITT ¢

! Grade ‘ Publi. Non-Fublioo o IEN. Y1 Non-Pubric TOTAL

Freschool , 0 22 ) 24C 0 : 82

, K : 480 1 3ng . 35 , 872

1 ; L1720 L 04y : 6Y

2 : 1902 ‘ 162 ilt0 ‘ ‘9 b2853

4 : 1031 ‘ 125 594 93 ! 1841
5 585 : S0 S0 - 3 L1368

& nhw 6Y 362 i

=
-
~

384

-~
[en)
-

29 L86 25 ' 945

8 189 10 10a ! Li

414

10 210 0 f 20 ! 1 291

11 : 1C3 ) 0 ., 8 . 0 111

12 : 20 - 0 . g ! 0 32

%18 : 50 : 92 8 568

Special Ed

TOTAL 908 ‘ 4,52 : 559 15,993

: 3

—
(o)
“
o
—
Pyl

——— —_— e e e e e e e e e e e el
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SUMMER PRCGRAMS

The years 1965 to 1969 saw a steady increase in the proportion of children
served during the academic year and a consequent decrease in the proportion
served during the summer. It was assumed to be reflectivi of a continuing
belief that the most effective compensatory program is the one built ints the
regular achool program,

Last year, however, due to late fuﬁding and the availability of additional
- funds, an increased proportion of children participated in summer programs
during the summer of 1970 than in the summer c® 1969. Table 2-2 presents the
information about summer and academic year enrollments since 1965. 1In 1965,
427 of all children served were enrolled in summer programs; in 1967-68, 37%
of all Title I children were in summer programs, in 1968-69, the percentage was

29%, 35% in 1969-70 and this year 32% of total enrollees were in summer programs.

TABLE 2-2

DISTRIBUTION OF ACADEMIC YEAR AND SUMMER PARTICIPANTS

Year Academic Year Summer
1965-66 584 ) 42%
1966-67 not available

1967-68 637% 37%
1968-69 C71% 297
1969-70 65% . 35%
1970-71 68% 32%
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B. RACIAL CHARACTERISTICS

An analysis of Title I participants in fiscal year 1970-71 by race is found
in Table 2-3 and Figure 2-1. White, native born children acccunt for 67% of the
total number of children participating in Title I programs in 1970-71. Foreign
boru whites comprised 6% of the population; blacks comprised 24% of the Title I
pcpulation of which 23% were native bor: blacks, and 1% were foreign born blacks.

An additional 1% of the participants were Oriental.

TABLE 2-3

RACIAL CHARACTERISTICS
TITLE I PARTICIPANTS

1970-71 1969-70 |  1968-69
White, native born 67% 70 77
White, foreign born 6 5 6
Black, native born 23 22 17
Black, foreign born 1 1 17
Oriental 1 1
Other 1 1

Table 2-3 presents the racial characteristics of Title I participants during
the past three years.

The Title I enrollment which shows a black population of 24% represents
a considerably larger proportion of black children than that which exists in
the general State school population. About 4%%/of the general Rhode Island school

!

population is black.
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C. NCN-PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Rhode Island has traditionally had a large number of its children enrolled
in non-public schools of the State. The majority of those have been enrolled
in local or parish Catholic schools. That number nas been decreasing ove he
last several years. Of the 221,371 school children in Rhode Island during the
academic year 1970-71, 15% were enrolled in non-public schools. While this may
be a relatively high proportion of non-public-¥chool children as compared to
other Statee, this represents a dramatic decline for the State of Rhode Island.
Rhode Island, as all other States, is experiencing a steady decline in th: number
of children served by the non-public schools. A review of Table 2-4 and 2~5 will
show the extent of this decline in non-public school enrollments. Prior to
1965, the non-public schc'ls had educated approximately 25% of all the school
children in Rhode Island. That percentage had remained relatively constant for
many years. The last six years has seen a steady decline in that percentage,
first to 23% in 1966~67, 22% in 1967-68, 20% in 1968-69, 18% in 1969-70 and to
15% in the year 1970-71. There are no indications that this downward trend
will soon be halted.

While non-public school children made up 15% of the total school population
in 1970-71, they made up 9% of the Title I children served during fiscal year
1971. A review of Tables 2-4 and 2~-5 shows the number and proportion of public
and non-public school children in Title I programs, and the proportion of non-

public school children in the State for the six years from 1965 to 1971.




TABLE 2-4

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TITLE I PARTICIPANTS

1965-1971

PUBLIC SCHOOL

NON-PUBLIC SCHCOL

YEAR No. % No. %
1965-1966 12,729 82% 2,842 18%
1966-1967 14,118 80% 5,589 20%
1967-1968 17,425 85% 3,168 15%
1968-1969 14,611 _87% 2,093 13% .
1969-1970 15,133 89% 1,710  11%
1970-1971 14,526 91% 1,467 9%
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CHAPTER 3

PROGRAM CHARAC .ERLST_.:%

A. PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

Dufing the past thr:= years the number of commuzi.._=s having parent advisory
grcups has increased conszderably. Scme communitisag vCc.. .ntarily established such
committees on the assumption that the success of a Tit.z 1 program and the indivi-
dual children participating in that program would be increased with the involvement
of parents. By the end of fiscal year 1970, 28 LEAs in Rhode Island had established
such committees; at the end of fiscal year 1971 that number had risen to 37 LEAs
(out of 40).

The LEAs were asked to describe in detail the formal organization that exists
for community and parental involvement in Title I. An analysis of that data follows:

1. Thirty-seven LEAs had Citizen's Advisory Committees concerned with

Title I and/or other compensatory programs; this represents 927 of
all Rhode Island communities,

2. Of the thirty-seven LEAs having advisory committees, most (26 or 68%)
had just one such committee. However, five communities (14%) reported
having two committees, three communities (8%) had three advisory commi-
ttees, and three other LEAs had more than three such committees.

3. More than three-quarters of these communities report;that they

have received assistance or advice or both from the State Department of
Education in establishing their Title I, ESEA Citizen's Advisory

Committee{(s). Three percent report receiving assistance, 46% received




=

advice, and 327% report receiving assistance and advice. Ancther 197%
received neither assistance nor advice irca the State Department 1n
this regard.

4. The concerns anc. interests ci the 37 LEA Citizen's Adviscry Cormittees

were reported as follows:

24 {657%) involved in district~wide issues

15 (40%) invelved in subdivisicn of a district znd its issues
20 (5¢7,) iavelved in 1ndividual school issues waith zhe district
37 (19C%) invceived 1n specit:c distcict Taitle I, ESEA projects

1 (3%) LEA repcrted ancther area cf canéern

5. The duties of the Citizen's adviscry Committee were cepcrrted as follows:

34 (92%) supplied inturmaticn on parents' views cf unmet
educational needs

14 (38%) supplied intcrmation on students' views of unmet
edusational needs

29 (78%) made recommendations on expenditures of Tirle I
funds
26 (70%) participated in develcpment of Title I applications
26 (70%) reviewed Title 1 appiications
30 (81%) made recommendations on improvement of Title I programs
21 (57%) participated in Title 1 program evaluation
3 (8%) recommended teacher personnel pclicy changes
2 (5%) reported other duties

6. The composition of the Citizens' Adviscry Committees is described below.
The total number of persons in all advisory committees in each category
is indicated as well as the number ct LEAs having persons of that

Category on theiy adviscry committees.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



# of perwsons # of LEAs

Public sche 1 adm:inistratcrs 148 40
Publ: ¢ sct. 21 tea_he:s 78 32
Private sc..ool perscrmel 66 - 30
Loca. heal:ll agency perscnnel 18 15
local weitwre ageniv serscnnel 6 5
Parents ¢t Iitle | I .ldren 326 33
Zarent repr=sentative- _i

Coemmunit; Acrivn Pr_ograms 12 8

Farent Members ci Headstart
Advisory Committee 65 11

Representatives rrcm other

neighborhecd groups 10 6
Students t:zom lutal seccrdary

schools 27 10
Others 21 2

7. Meetings ot the Citizens' Advisory Committee were held
three or moze times a munth by one (3%) LKA
twice a month by three {(8%) LEas
once a month by eaght (22%) LEas
less than cnce a month by twenty-five (68%) LEAs

8. Seven LEAs (19%) provided training fcr the Title I, ESEA Citizen's
Advisory Ccmmittee. The remaining 30 .cr (81%) did not provide
training-

9. 0f those seven communities which did provide training for their
Citizen's Advisory Committee members, the nature of the training

was as follows:




4 prov. lraining in a.acwem:ic lurricula
4 provider T:raining if siN. . rinance

3 providec :raining in s hoc. personnel policies

/ providec “reining in litle [ progran procedures

et

1 previged ~ensilivity Training

0 prcvidec training In instrzucticn mediz and equipment

10. Two or the thirty-sever communities repcrted reimbursing members of
their Citicen's Adviz<ry Commitleée Icr expenses incurred in the
pertormancs ¢t their cuties,

11. The schcol districts provided clerical or technical aid to the

Citizen's Advisory C.mmittees in the 1olicwing forms:

25 6r 1) recelved n. alo
7 (227%) received .lerical statf aid

0 (0%Z) te.elved te hn:i al stari aid
5 (13%) received both technical zng clerical staff aid
12, The method ¢1 selecting Citicen's Advisory Committee members is

described 1a Isble 3-1i.

O
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B. TIME OF OPERATION

Most Tizle I pregrams operate the full academic year and a-out . ren week's
in the summer. An analysis of starting and ending dates of Title I fir. i~ate
that the average Title I academic year program ran 37 weeks. 7 le aver age summer
program was in operation ssven weeks. A more detailac analysis of tir:ie of

operation of summer and academic year programs is presented in Table -I

TABLE 3-2

DURATION OF TITLE I PROGRAMS

Number of hours Academic year programs Summer prcgrams
Less than 40 ' 0 8
40-70 1 12
71-100 0 0
101-200 13 0
201-300 28 0
over 300 7 0
Mean Program L=ngth

(in weeks) 37 7

Most academic year programs operate during the regular school day. 57
reported such operation. Ten operate after t£chool, 3 before school and 4 on

Saturday.




C. PERSONNEL
Table 3-3 indicates the total number and FIE of personnel by category

who served the State's Title I academic and/or summer programs in fiscal vear

1970-~71.
TABLE 3-3
TITLE I PERSONNEL
Catzgory Number Full-time Equivalents
Directors 51 26.4
Teachers 722 4944
Teacher Aides 434 250.4
Counselors 26 23.0
Medical 48 11.9
Lental 33 &.2
Psychological 13 6.0
Social Workecs 31 26.4
Clerical 74 48 .4
Custodial 37 13.6
Consultants 140 16.1
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D. PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

Children in Title I programs may participate in a variety o1 progranm
activities of an instructional nature. Additionally they mav zlso be reci-
pients of various services which are non-instructional. The sccpe of the
activities in which Title I children were involved is clearly demonstrated
in Table 3-4. Various kinds of instructional and supportive aativities‘are
listed and alsc the number of children who participated. Children may
participate in mcre than one activity within a single Title 1 project,
therefore, this is a duplicated count of children. The nature of the fiscal
reports- allowed computation of per pupil costs for certain of these program
activities. These are also indicated in Table 3-4. The relative costs of the

various prcgram activities is of particular interest.

TABLE 3-4

rARTICIPATION AND AVERAGE COST OF PER~PUPIL PROGRAM ACT1VITIES

Activity Enrollment Per pupil cost
Reading readiness 1265 $120.53
Remedial/Corrective reading 8724 120.53
Lang. Arts/Communication Skills 2314 120.53
ESL 1305 161.32
Special Education 660

Preschool and Kindergarten 503 116.37
Cultural 3388 25.46
Pupil Personnel Services 2129 51.46
Mathematics 1942 81.65
Transitional 51

Library 408 24,65
Media Center 31

Recreation 3525 14.45
Speech and Hearing 234 156.Q03
Community Schools 3889

Industrial Arts 252 156.33
Vocational Educational 67 5.28
School Clinic . 800

Other 3077




E. TEACHER &IDES

Of the 94 academic and sumler projects operated during fiscal year 1671,
teacher aides were employed in over half of them. Only 35 projects, or 39%
did not use aldes. LE&s were asked to describe the work done by aides in their

programs. See Table 3-5.

TABLE 3-5

TEACHER AIDES

Aide serves as Number Percent
Assigtant teacher 1 27
Instruction aide 10 18%
Supervisional aide 1 27
Clerical aide 4 7%
Combination of above 37 677
Other Z 47
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F. TRAINING PROGRAMS

The kinds of programs designed to serve educationally deprived children must,
in many instances be new, and frequently innovative. The children to be_served
are those who have not succeeded irn the "traditional" programs available to them
in the past. Teachers assigned to these new programs frequently reed the uppor-
tunity to "'retool", to learn about the children they will serve, and about
new methods of teaching, new instructional equipment, and materials, and
available ancillary services. To renew teacher skills many projects are designed
with pre-service or in-service training programs, or both, not only for teachers
but also for other personnnel involved in the project.

Of the 94 projects (74 academic year and 20 summer) during 1970-71, 40
LEas conducted 54 different training programs for the staff assigned to their
compensatory education project. The activity areas covered in those training
progrzms are shown in Table 3-6. More trainiig programs were concerned with

Reredial Reading than with any other activity.




T4BLE

TRAINING

Training Program Activity

Reading Readiness

Remedial or Corrective Reading
Language Arts and Communicat’or 3kills
English as a Second Language
Special Education

Pre-School

Kindergarten

Cultural

Pupil Personnel Services
Mathematics

Transitional

Library

Media Center

Recreation

Community Schools

Industrial Arts

School Clinic

Other

3~6
PROGRAMS
Number of Training Programs
5
27
6
7
4
1
2
2
5
9
1
2
2
2
3
1
3
10

33



LE4s wire asked to describe in some detzil the training programs they

operated. An analyvsis of those programs follows:

4,

Those training programs which were conducted during 1270-71 were in
operation a totral of 1149 hours. The median training program length was
13~1/2 hours.

These training programs were offered either as pre-service, in-service, or

combination of both.

12 (23%) were pre-service programs
17 (32%) were in-service programs
24 (45%) were both pre-service and in-service programs

Some programs provided joint training of the teachers with other kinds of

personnel,
33 programs (62%) provided joint training with teacher aides
or other supportive personnel
32 programs (60%) provided joint training with other professional
personael
9 programs (17%) provided joint training with parents of pupils
10 programs (19%) provided joint training with other personnel

Training programs were conducted by different kinds of personnel.
18 programs (34%) were conducted by the project director
13 programs ("4%) were conducted by the professional staff of the

LEA (e.g. the reading specialist)

1 program (2%) was conducted by the State Department staff

5 programs (9%) were conducted by college or university staff

1 program (2%) was conducted by consultants from business or
industry

3 programs (6%) were conducted by private professional congultants

13 prograng (24%) were conducted by some other persons
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5. The objective of the training programs were as listed below:

45 programs (85%) the introduction of new instructional techniques
39 programs (74%) the introduction of new content material
45 programs (85%) the utilization of instructional equipment

and materials
36 programs (68%) the study of measurement, evaluation and reporting
36 programs (68%) t.e general orientation to the philosophy of

compensatory education

35 programs (66%) the culture and personality of the educationally
disadvantaged -

25 programs (47%) types of learning disabilities

22 programs (42%) project planning and design

25 programs (47%) the utilization of ancillary services

(e.g. guidance)
29 programs (55%) the ucilization of other resources
(e.g. library, community)
6. A variety of different kinds of personnel have participated in training

programs. The numbers and kinds are indicated below:

Regular classroom teachers 559
Special teachers, e.g. itinerant

music teachers 34
Compensatory teachers 163
Guidance Counselors 27
Social Workers 15
School priancipals 33
Other professional personnel 57
Parents 320
Teacher Aides 249
Others © 25

TOTAL ' 1482
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7.

The total cost of the 54 training programs operated during 1970-71 was
$47,242.14., The median cost of the individual training programs was

$246.15. The cost for each participant in the training program was $31.

88.
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CHAPTER 4

READING PROGRAM EVALUATION

A. READING PROGRAM AND PUPIL CHARACTERISTICS

Each LEA in the State of Rhode Island receiving either Title I and/or
State éompensatory Education monies must submit information about that program
to the State Department of Education, Office of Compensatory Education. The
information discussed iﬂ Chapter 1, 2 and 3 of this report was obtained from
each LEA at the conclusion of its program. Additionally, each LEA which operates
a reading or reading related project must participate in an extensive evaluation
of that project which requires their providing 46 bits of information about
each child enrolled in their reading project.

At the start of each project the LEA must provide the SEA with information
on 22 questions about each child. These questions and their answers provide the
SEA with demographic information about each child enrolled in a reading or
reading related project; describes the nature of his educational problem and
his readiné score at the start of the project.

At the éonclusion of the LEA's project, additional information about each
participant is provided to the State Educational Agency. This information
includes characteristics of the program in which he was enrolled, the extent of

his participation in the Title I program, the services he received, the involve-

ment of his parents, and results of a post-test in reading.




38

Highlights of the information obtained from the LEAs describing the
over 5000 children participating in reading programs and the nature of the

program in which they participated are outlined below:

The average age of participants is 9 years, 4 months
70% of all participants were in grades 1, 2, 3, and &
More boys (58%) than girls (42%) participated

23% of the participants were black, 76%, white

This was the first year in a Title I program for 65% of the participants; the
second year for 29% and the third year for 5%

88% of these children were enrolled in public schools, 12% in parochial
One quarter of the children had been retained in grade at least once
The average IQ of participants is 95

The most frequently used I.Q. tests are the Lorge'Thorndike, the California
Test of Mental Maturity, and the Kuhlman Anderson

The most significant cause of the child's educational limitations was reported'
to be cultural background for three-quarters of the participants

Most children were selected either strictly on the basis of poor performance
on standardized tests, or because their I.Q. scores indicated potential to read

at grade level

Enrichment actiwities were reported as the most immediate school related need
of 92% of the children

64% of the participants lived in areas that are residential/commercial; and
additional 29% 1lived in primarily residential areas

82% of the pupils are in projects categorized as remedial/corrective

Three-quarters of the teachers would make some changes in the materials
available if they could

Programs are designated as compatible with the needs of 46% of the children;
able to be modified to fit the needs of another 50%, but not suitable for 4% of
the children

60% of the pazticipants spent 30 to 36 weeks in their Title I program

The average nmmber of hours spent in the projectlby each participant was 109.6
hours
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Mos:z (89%) children si:ent all of their Tit_e I time on reading activities
One--quarter of the children received nutritional services

Title I participants raceiwved such services as guidance and counseling, speech
and hearing, nutritional services and treatment or therapy for physical health
funded by the local school system

11% of the participants left the Title I program before its conclusion, 3%
because they attained a sufficient reading level, but most because their families
moved

About half of the participants' parents were in touch with either the regular
classroom teacher or the compensatory education teacher during the academic
year

568 children had home visits made by one or more of the following personnel:
social worker, teacher, psychologist, liaison person or guidance counselor

Children were absent from Title I reading classes an average of 12.5 days
per academic year.

A detailed analysils of this data can be found in Table 4-~1.




40

TABLE 4-1

PRE-PROGRAM DATA ON 5484 CHILDREN WHO PARTICIPATED

IN TITLE I READING PROGRAMS

1970-71
Form 71-B
No. of Zage of
Question No. Item pupils pupils
1. Age of participants. . Mean = 9yr.4mos.
S.0. = 33 months
2. Grade in School: 1 . .. . 984 18%
2 . R . 1198 22%
3. . . 1015 19%
4 . 558 107
5. . 472 9%
6 . . 403 7%
7. N 328 67%
8 . . . 163 3%
9. . . 200 47
10 . . . . . Ve 77 1%
11 . . 49 1%
12 . . . 8 0%
Preschool. . 0 0%
Kindergarten. . . . . . « ¢ « . . . 23 0%
Special Education. . . 0 0%
3. Sex: 1. Male . . . . 3167 58%
' 2. Female . . . 2317 42%
4, Ethnic Group: 1. Negro (foreigm born). . . . . . . 74 1%
2. Negro (native born) . . . . . , . 1187 22%
3. White (native born) . . 3946 72%
4. White (foreign born). 238 LY
5. Oriental. . . . . « .+« .« . .. 3 0%
6. Other . . . . .. . .. N 29 17
5. Years child gareviously participated in Title I program:
1. none. . . . . .. . 3558 657%
2. one year. . 1585 29%
3. two years . . 280 5%
A7 4. three years . . « .+ . . 4 4 . 48 1%
) 5. four years. 10 0%
6  five years. . « + .+ s 4 s o4 . . W 1 0%



Pre-Program Data
No. of Zage of

Question No. - Item Pupils Pupils
6. Type of School: 1. Public. . . . . . . « v « « « « . . . 4829 " 88%
2, Parockial . . . . . . . . .« . . . . 659 127
3. Private . . . . L. e 00 e e 0 0%
7. Number of times retained in grade:
l. never . . . . . . . . . . O ... 4010 737%
2. OnCe. . i . w e e e < v« o« . 1240 237
3. twdce . . L L 00w e e e e e e e o217 47
4, three times . . + . « « « . . . . 15 0%
5. four or more times. . . . - . . . . . 3 0%
8. I.Q. of participants . . . . . +« + . + 4 4 4 4 4+ + + .. Mean 95.3
S.D. 11
9. 1.Q. tesits given:
1. California Test of Mental Maturity . . . . . . . . . . 324 16%
2 Chiczgo Non-Verbal Examination . + « « « + . « « . . . 1 0%
3. Henmecn Nelson Test of Mental Ability + + « « « +« « . . 13 0%
4. Lorge Thorndike. . « « « + &« v v v w « v v o v v v . . 1175 237
5. otdls .. . o v e 5%
6. SRA Primary Mental Abilities C e e e e e e e e e 9z 2%
7. SRA Tests of Genmerzl Ability . . . . . . . . . . . .. 22 0%
8 Sitanford Binet . . . . O Y v 1%
9. Wechisler Intelligence Scale/Child C e et e e e e o279 5%
10. Slosson. . . . . N Ve e 4 e s e e e e e e oo, 281 6%
l1. Otis Lennon. . . ¢ e 4 e 4 e 4 o w o+ 4 . . . . 580 11%
12. Peabwody Picture Vocabulary e e e e e .. .. 431 8%
13. KuhZman Adderson . : « « ¢« v 4 4 4 « 4 « v 4 e e« . 690 14%
14. Goodenough-Harris . . . , . . B 2 0%
15. SRA Tests of Educational Abilitv e e s 1 0%
16. SRA Short Test of Educational Ability. . 1 0%
17. SRA Pictorial Reasoning TeSt . « « « o « . .« . . 0 0%
18. Ohi~ State University Psychological Test . 0 0%
16. Most sigmificant cause of child's educational
limitatzons:
1. physical. . . . . ¢ o . . o . o o0 171 3%
2. psychological . . . . . T VA § 6%
3. academic. . . . . « e - w4 e .. . 945 177
4. cultural bac&ground B N LY 74%
1ll. Basis for selecting participants:
1. inconsistence between achlevement
and potential . . « . ¢ . & - . & . . 2235 417
2. poor performance on standartized
teStS ¢ ¢« 4 4 4 4 s+ s 4+ s « .« s . . 3050 567%
3. classroom behavior problems . . . . . 42 1%
4., other . . . . . . . .. .. . .. 139 3%
S, unknown . . . 0 v v e e e e e e e . 21 0%
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Pre-Program Data

: No. of Tage of
Question No. Item Pup:.l1s Pupils
12. Prcject design: 1. remedial/corrective . . . . . 4524 827%
2 tutorial. . . . . . . . .. 48 17
3, readiness . . . . . . . . . . 628 11%
4. diagnostic . . . . . . . . . 1 0%
5 developmental . . . . . . . . 227 47
6. other . . . . . . .. . .. 53 17
13. Military status of father: 1. not in military. 528% 977,
2. enlisted . . . . . LI 3%
3. officer. . “ 29 1%
14, lHMeighborhood: 1. primarily residential . 1617 29%
2, primarily commercial or industrial . 189 3%
3. both residential and commercial . . . 3484 64%
4, primarily rural, farm or open country 194 47
15. Pupils most immediate school related need:
l. more adequate diet. . . . . 83 22
2. medical services. . . . 06 27
3. psychological/psych_xtric “ . 274 5%
4. enrichment activities . . . . « o I8 9%
l6. 1If possible, materials teacher would ordi~—:
l. same as now availabl= , RN 13136 217%
2. all now available plus others . . 1231 28%
3. some now available. . . . . . 147 3%
4. some now available p_us others. . 24354 457
5. totally different mazerials . . 218 47
17. Compatibility of program and child's needs:
l. program compatible. . . . . + . . 25105 467%
2. program flexible enowugh to meet neede 2750 50%
3. program not suitable. . . . . . o . 27 4%
18. Month test administered:
1. April of preceding academic year. 28 1%
2. May of preceding academic year. . 28 1%
3. June of preceding academlc year . 1 0%
4. September of this acadenic year . 3947 72%
5. October of this academic year . 1116 20%
6. November of this academic year. . . 222 47
7. December of this academic year. .22 0%
8. January of this academic year . . . . 89 2%
9. February of this academic year. . . 14 0%

L } : , -
D —— ——
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No. of %age of
Quastion No. Item Pupils Pupils
19. Test used: 1. Gates-MacGinitie . . 4793 87%
2. ther. . . . . 689 13%
o Formn of Gares-MacGinitie:
1. keacdiness. .. . 507 9 %
Z. Frimzry A, Form 1. . 466 S 7%
3. Frimary A, Form 2. . . . 122 2 7
4. Zrimary B, Form 1. . 1193 22 %
5. ¥rimary B, Form 2. . 51 17
6. Emimary C, Form 1. . e 832 15 %
7. Primary C, Form 2. . o e e 101 2%
8, Survey D, Form 1 . . o e e 1245 23 %
9. Sarvey D, Form 2 . . . . . 38 1%
10. Sarve: D, Form 3 . . . . o e . 46 1%
1i. Hervey E, Form 1 . . . . 610 11 %
12. Servey E, Form 2 . . . 26 0%
13. Zurvey E, Form 3 . . e 0 07
14, Survey F, Form 1 . . . .. 135 3%
15. Survey F, Form 2 . . . . 0 0%
16. Survey F, Form 3 . . o 0 07

NOTE:

Tallies do nct consistently total 5,484

children

due

to incomplete data.
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Post~Program Data

No. of Z%age of
Question No. Item Pupils Pupils
1. Days absent by pupil: Mean = 12.5
2. Number of home visits nuuds Mean = 1.92
# students 568
3. Number of home visits bw & :ial Worker. Mean 1.9
# students 355
b Te cher. Mean = 1.3
# students 102
5 chologist o . . v & . . Mean = 1.8
# students 6
v . aiison person . . .+ 4+ . Mean = 2.1
' # students 91
I “i idance Counselor . . . . Mean = 1.5
# students 49
4, Administered individual.-:. standardized test:
Lo YEE . 0 e e e e e e e e . 3332 627%
: TITh e e e e e e e e s e e e 2060 38%
5. Type of test administem:.
e amtelligence. . . . . . . . . 1680 32%
womitudes v w w e e e e a e 43 1%
: ~“=gnostic. 2371 467
4. zzmmievement . 725 14%
6. Complete peychological -i=sss=ment: 1., yes . 174 3%
2. NO. « « + W 5233 97%
7. Number of weeks spent b~ pils in Title I activity
during project:
1. 1less than 6 weeks . . . . 29 1%
2. 6-11l weeks. . . . . « « . 285 5%
3. 12-17 weeks .+ .« « .+ « . o 216 47
4, 18-23 weeks . . .+ 4 o+ . . 729 13%
5. 24-29 weeks . . + .+ 4 .+ 890 16%
6. Z-36 weeks . . . . . . s 3258 60%
8. Number of hours spent in pm=oject. . ¢ « « + & &+ & & Mean 109.6
9. Time spent on reading and related activities:
1. 100% reading, 0% other. . 4833 897
2. 75% reading, 25% other. . 380 7%
3. 0% reading, 50% other. . 195 47
4, T reading, 75% other. . 2 0%

3
e



Pogt-Program Data .
No. of Zage of

Question No. Item Pupils Pupils
10. Services received funded by Title I:
l. guidance and counseling. . . . . . 568 11%
2. speech and/or hearing. . . . . . . 285 5%
3. mental health services . . . . . . 12 0%
4. nutriticnal service. . . . . . . . 1406 26%
5. sex education. . . . .+ 4+« . . . . 7 0%
6. treatment/therapy for physical
health . . . . . . .. . .. . .. 95 2%
11. Serviced received funded by local school system:
1. pguidance and counseling. . . . . . 2046 387
2. speech and/or hearing. . . . . . . 838 16%
3. mental health services . . . . . . 149 3%
4. nutritional service. . . . . . . . 688 13%
5. sex education. . . . . . . . « . . 283 57
6. treatment,/therapy for physical
health . . ., . . . . . . . . .. 924 17%
12, Title I services supplemental to regular school program:
1. ves. v v v v v o . . « « 2 . . 5266 97%
2, MO v 4 v v 4 4 4 4w 4 e e e e s e . 155 3%
13. Left program before its regular termination time:
1, yes. . ¢ . . . 0 . 0 4 v v w e . 617 117
2. MO 4 v 4 e h e e e e e e e e . 4799 897%
14, Reasons fer leaving:l. attain gufficient reading level. . 166 3%
2. family moving. . . . . . . . . . . 260 5%
3. parental dissatisfaction with
PrOETalle + 4 & o 4 & & o o 4 o & » 5 0%
4. child's dissatisfaction with
PrOgrame « + &+ 4« o o o o & & & o o 36 1%
5. child's failure to adjust to
Program. « + v 4 v e e e e o0 s s e 40 1%
6. other. . . . . . .+ v ¢ v+« .. 1lo07 2%
7. did not leave program. . . . . . . 4734 897

15. Child's participation in program:
l. 1left program, did not return . . . 470 9%
2. left program when reached
sufficient readin_. achievement,

then returned. . . ¢« « « « « + .+ 15 0%
3. left program for other reason,
then returned. . . « « « + « &+ o . 25 0%

4. did not leave program. . . . . . . 4784 89%
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Post~Program Data

Nu. of Zage of
Question No. Item Pupils Pupils
1l6. Major handicap of child:
l. Mentally retarded. . . . . . . . . 8 0%
2. hard of hearing. . e v e e e 35 1%
3. deaf « v v v v dw e e e 2 0%
4. speech impaired. . . . . . . . . . 96 27
5. crippled « « « v v v 0 e 00 0w e 3 0%
6. visually handicapped . . . . . . . 53 17%
7. seriously emotionally disturbed. . 30 1%
8. other health impaired. . . . . . . 48 1%
9. no handicap has been diagnosed . . 5073 95%
17. Pupil's parents have communicated with teacher:
1. compensatory teacher . . . . . . . 484 97
2. classroom teacher. . . . . . . . . 1339 25%
3. both « « ¢« v v v v v v o o« « . . 1039 197
4. meither. . . . . v ¢« v « « « « .« . 2481 467
18, Test information provided from:
' 1. tests regularly given to all
pupils in this grade . . . . . . . 2444 46%
2. tests administered in relation to
the Compensatory Education Program 2850 54%
19, Objectives of the reading activity:
l. increase reading readiness . . . . 684 13%
2. 1increase reading skills in general 4227 80%
3. 1increase reading vocabulary ski’ls 16 0%
4., 1increase reading comprehension
skills v ¢ v ¢ v v ¢ v 4« v 4 . . 196 4%
5. improve language arts and/or
communication skil s . . . . . . . 96 27
6. other. « « « v « « ¢« v o o o s . 51 1%
20. When test administered:
1. October of this school year. . . . 10 0%
2. November of this school year . . . 49 1%
3. December of this school year . . . 3 0%
4. January of this school year. . . . 161 3%
5. February of this school year . . . 22 0%
6. March of this school year. . . . . 10 0%
7. April of this school year. . . . . 487 9%
8. May of this school year. . . . . . 3607 707,
9. June of this school year . . . . . 815 loZ
2l. Test used: l. Gates-MacGinitie . . . . . . « . . 4553 897
2., Other. . « « + « « « & « &« &« « « « 573 11%
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ge of
upils
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22,

NOTE:

Form of Gates-MacGinitie:
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11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.

Inconsistency in tallies due to incomplete

Readiness . .
Primary A, Form
Primary A, Form
Primary B, Form
Primary B, Form
Primary C, Form
Primary C, Form
Survey D, Form
Survey D, Form
Survey D, Form
Survey E, Form
Sutvey E, Form
Survey E, Form
Survey F, Form
Survey F, Form
Survey F, Form
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data

363

252
185
974
237
664
47
1075
45
25
19y
170
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B. READING ACHIEVEMENT SCORES

In order to make the most comprehensive State analysis of student achieve-
ment possible, the SEA requests that each LEA administer the appropriate form
of the Gates-MacGinitie reading test. If the LEA has legitimate reasons for
using another test, permission is granted. For the purposes of this present
evaluation only those communities using the Gates tests will be included in the
reading gains analysis.

The nature of this State evaluation requires that only children for whom
there is both pre-test and post-test data can be included in the resulting
analysis. During the academic year 19%0—71, 5375 children participating in a
Title I reading program had both pre and post administratiouns of a reading test.
0f that number 3,535 had pre and post administration of the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Achievement tests, Primary A, Primary B, Primary C, Primary D, or
Primary E; 237 had pre and post administrations of the Gates Readiness Test;

122 Gates-MacGinitie, Survey F, 689 had tests other than Gates administered, and
792 had to be removed from the sample because the information received was either
incomplete or in error. The Gates Readiness Test and Gates Survey F must be
separated from all other forms of the test since the method of scoring does not
permit computation of grade equivalent scores as do all other forms.

The following analysis of reading achievement will make considerable uysa
of the terms "Average Monthly Gain" and "Prior Average Monthly Gain'". In order

to insure understanding a brief description of tliese concepts seems appropriate.




AMG: Average Monthly Gain
This refers to the gain students made in their grade eguivalent reading

scores during Title I participation -~ 1970-71. For example, if a student's

grade equivalent reading score was 2.0 years, when he entered the Title I
reading program, and 2.8 years at its conclusion eight months later, we
compute his average monthly gain as:

AMG=Post Test Grade Equivalent - Pre Test Grade Equivalent
Number of months elapsing between tests

or

(2.8) - (2.0)
eight months

= eight months
eight months

= one month
The hypothetical student above averaged a one month gain in reading score for
each month he spent in the Title I program.
PAMG: Prior Average Monthly Gain
This is the average monthly gain a student made prior to his admission
to the 1970-71 Title I reading program. For example, if a third grade
student enters a Title I reading program with a grade equivalent reading
score of 2.0 years, we know that during his first and second grade exper-
ience he progressal from a grade equivaient score of 1.0 (the minimum) to
2.0. That'gain from 1.0 to 2.0 years is, in grade equivalent terms, a
ten month gain made in two academic years or twenty months. We compute

the PAMG as:




PAMG=Pre-Test Grade Equivalent Score - 1,0%
Number of years spent in school

= (2.0) - (1.0)
two years

= 1.0

.0
= . 5 months
Thus our hypothetical student has a pricr average monthly gain of .5 mcnths
The child of average ability makes grade equivalent gains of one month for
each month in school. By virtue of the selection procedure, Title I children
have a history of making gains of less than one month for each month in school. These we:
children whe were well below their classmates in reading achievement. An

analysis of the State data as shown in Table 4-2 verifies this.

* 1.0 is the lowest or minimum score possible in a grade equivalent score




TABLE 4-2

PRE-TEST READING ACHIEVEMENT DATA¥*
(Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test)

Grade Equivalent Scores

Grade Vocabulary Comprehension Combined

1 (N=64)** 1.4 1.4 1.4

2 (N=977) 1.4 1.4 1.4

3 (N=863) 2.1 1.9 2.0

4 (N=437) 2.7 2.5 2.6

5 (N=378) 3.5 3.0 3.3

6 (N=308) 4.4 3.8 4.1

7 (N=277) 4.7 4.4 4.5

8 (N=81) 5.0 5.0 5.0
9 (N=150) 6.5 6.6 6.5

*National norms

*%Repeaters
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The pre~test results c¢learly show that those children selected to partici-
pate in Title I reading programs were substantially below their expected
grade equivalent scores based on their grade placement., Second graders should
at the start of the second gfade have an average grade eguivalent score of 2.0.
Note that these second graders had an average score of 1.4, better than half a
year belcw grade level. The third graders had an average grade equivalent
score of 2.V, a full year below grade level.

This has been documented during the three years the State of Rhode lsland
has been conducting this kind of reading evaluation. Children fall further
and further behind each year. Once on the path to reading retardation the
distance between expectad and actual reading achievement snowballs each year. So
while the se_ond graders in this sample were one-half year behind grade level the third
graders were a full year behind, the fourth graders, 1-1/2 years behind, the
fifth graders, 1-3/4 years behind, the sixth graders, 2 years behind, the
seventh graders, 2-1/2 years behind, and the eighth graders, 3 years behind.

To understand what has happened t¢ these children it is helpful to consider
t"  reading ge.ns they have made each year in school. The average <hild gaing
1.0 months in reading score per month in school. These Titie I children hsd bean
making gains cf less than half that each year. Their vocabulary gains were .¢
months per month in school, their comprehension gains were .3 months per morth
in school. In other words it would take those children about three years in
school to make gains of one year in reading score. It is obvious how quickiy
they would fall beiind. Table 4-3 presents the Prior Average Monthly Gains for

all Title I children by grade level,
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Grade Vocabulary ' Comprehension Combined
1* 4 23 4
2 .2 2 2
3 3 E 3 3
4 4 -3 4
5 .5 4 A
6 5 E 4 .5
7 -5 H 4 5
8 5 -5 o3
9 -6 : .6 .6
STATE AVERAGE -4 -3 .3

*Repeaters
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At the ccnclusion of the Title 1 reading programs, post-tests were adminis—

tered to audit the children's progress over the course =f the progran. The

post-test results are presented in Table 44,

TABLE 4-4

POST-TEST READING ACHIEVEMEN' L.:.a
(Gates~MacGirnitie Reading “ss* !

Grade Vocabulary Comprehensic:. Combined
Ix 2.4 2.7 2.3
2 2.3 2.2 2.3
3 3.1 3.0 3.0
4 3.8 3.4 3.6
5 aal 4.0 4.5
6 5.1 4.8 5.0
7 6.7 5.7 - 6.2
8 7.5 6.3 6.9
9 7.8 7.8 7.8
*Repeaters

These post-test were administered for the most p-rt in May and June of the
year and so the expected grade equivalent scores would be 1.8 or 1.9, 2.8 or 2,9, 3.8
or 2.9, and so on. While these children have nct made enough gains in reading in
their one year in Title I to permit them to score at grade level, they are

- certainly closer to it than they were at the start of their Title I project

participation.

Of considerable interest is the Average Monthly Gain scores they were
able to achieve during their participation in the Title I project. That

information is presented in Table 45,




TABLE 4-5

AVERAGE MONTHLY GAINS IN READING SCORES

(V7]
w

Grade Vocabulary Comprehension Coubined
1% 1.8 : 1.5 1.7
2 1.2 1.0 1.1
3 1.4 1.4 1.4
4 1.2 L.
3 1.2 1.3 oo
0 1.0 1.5 1.2
7 3.1 2,2 2.6
8 3.5 2.1 2.8
9 2.8 2.3 2.6
STATE AVERAGE 1.5 1.3 1.4
*Repeaters
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 4-5 indicates that the gains made during participation in Title I
reading programs surpassed expected gains. The average gain by all children
in school is one month of reading score for each month in school. These Title
I children were averaging gains of 1.4 montihs of reading score per month in
school. These were the very same children who prior to entry into the Title I
prograrc. had been making gains of .3 months of reading score per month in school.
Their average reading progress has increased from .3 to 1.4 months of reading
score per month in school. Obviously that is a substzntial increase. I* igs
an increase not on! for these .nildren chewms:z=lves as :cmpared witl thair

previous pe~forman.s, but it rcilects better than aversge gains in reading

improvement over the period of the reading project.
To make very clear the extent of their original reading retardation, and
the gains made during this year, data from Tables 4-2, 4-3, b-4 and 4-5 are

combined iu Table 4-€ .
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1970~71 TITLE I READING ACHIEVEMENT DATA

Coxbined Combined Prior Average £verage
Grade Pre~test Post-test Monthly Gain Monthly Gain
I (I=64)% 1.% 2.3 A 1.7
2 (N=977) 1.4 2.3 .2 1.1
3 (¥=863) ' s .0 .3 1.4
Sy L, i 2.3 3.6 1.3
> (N=378) 3.3 4.5 A 1.2
6 (N=308) 4,1 5.0 .5 1.2
7 (N=277) 4.5 5.2 .5 2.6
8 (N=81) 5.0 6.9 .5 2.8
9 (N=150) 6.6 7.8 .5 2.6
TOTAL (%=3535 | 3 1.4

‘Repeatars




This table makes >t quits :lear chat significant gains were made by
chizldran during thei: participation in a Title I reading program. Aall
childran in the preograds vass o ignated to be problem readess at the cutoac
@l o le~test rrsml:srcleaziy zundisate that they were. Their average reading

lovel was wel: se_cw 3rad. _eval , and became increesingly so with zdvancing

grade placement. And yet, Lty zheir participation in a Title I program thes:

problem readers mad2 géains 1~ raading scores greater than expected by the
fowrhgse child wbeds oae. w2 wsult, while still not reading "at grace lowel™
s y+=arf's end, the ) 2ical ~uz ad overcome a previous tendency to fall

increasingly behind in school and instead was catching up with his pesrs, some~
times at a startling rate 'he child, who at the starz of the Title = prligram
Viar Leading ome cgs below zrauie level, at the conclusion ¢ the program w:
rewding only one-half year belcw grade level. Had he not participated in a
litle I program and masintained his previous rate of gain, he would have slippea
even furcher behind to about 1-1,2 years below grade level by the end ©f the
year.

The prior average monthly gain (PAMG) in all grade levels was between .2
and .6 months per month ia schocl. The average monthly gain (AMG) taking place
during this year's Title I program was between 1.1 and 2.8 depending on the
grade level involved. At every grade level the AMG was larger than rhe PAMG; that
is, the rate of learning this year exceeded the average rate of all previous
years of schooling.

The AMG of grade levels 1, 2. 3, 4, 5, and 6 are similar to one ;nother
ranging from 1.1 to 1.7. These elamentary children were making achievement
gains at a level somewhat greater ti.an the average level of expectation. All

had been scoring well below expectation prio- to their Title 1 participation.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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c=h Weie nul reading at grade level' at the conclusion
ct thei: Tirtje . experience, thair rate i progress was better than the average
rate Net ~n:y was theze o .€8sation .1 their falling behind, but an actual
"catching up' te the alim

Analys.s ¢! the gains made by grades 7, 8, and 9 shows even largar A .s
then 2t the eiementary .c.els) these geins being ? 6, 2.8, and 2.¢ respectivealy.
The FAMG 1¢r those same guedes had peen .5, -5, and .b respectively. Their gains
duvring Iitie | were, tien, subdstaniiaily larger then those they had previ isly
made And their gains Verv laf superier te the average exXpected geins for
studenrts in grades 7, 8, and 9 Continuous gains of that nagnitude wnuld easily
return & sloW téudér te yrade level 1n & short rime. If a uypothetical seventh

grade student were readioy «f the 5> 0 level, 1,e. twe vears below grade level,

ng pregram and that stader” made continuous reading

[

Upcn entry intti a litle o read
3ains 3 . 5 meniids cewdifnly scof€ tor ea:h menth in school, he would by tha widdle
of the ei::hth grade be reading st grade level.

The extractdinary gains made by the seccndary school students as compared
with the c.ementary students caused us scme concern initially. We have operated
ur State litle I prugiams fir the paSt yeac or two, on the assumption that our
greatest impa.t .culd ona shculd te made ¢n elementary-aged children. and yet,
it lotks trem this anclysis thet secondary school children profit significantly
more than do elementacy-s.hoot children Ihis wnitial observation has since
teen tempered by several additional cbservacions and/or explanations,

1. The :h1ld wht teads at & grade equivalent score of 8~0 and then gains

twe vears in grade-equivalent reading score improves proportionally no
moire chan‘the children velginally reading at @ grade 4-0 level who

galn cne yeat

O
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' Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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While this general ceondition was noted, there seem to be some more specific

pertinent observations that can be made.

2,

The sample size for the secondary grades is coasiderably smaller than
the elementary grades' sample and may be reflective of many differences
between them.

The concentration of the reading skills acquired at the two levels
differs. The elements~y grudes of necessity must begin with concepts,
language development, and readiness, which can then be followed with
the tools of word perception. From these rudimentary beginnings the
real task of reading, which is comprehension, can be introduced. The
secondary level, on the other hand, usually needs to conern itself with
ascertaining which of the initial skills need reteaching or reinforc-
ing and can then go on to the development of sophistication needed

for adult reading, such as organization and study as well as appre-
ciation and enrichment.

The nature of the scoring of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test might
contribute to larger gains at the secondary level than were observed

at the elementary level. Using the form of the test recommended for
ninth grade pupils, a student who received a raw score of 39 would

have a grade equivalent score of 8.8, Had he received a r.w score of
40, his grade equivalent score woula have been 9.2. That is, the
addition of one correct answer would have raised his score by four
months. Likewise, a raw score of 41 is equal to a grade equivalent

of 9.6 and a raw score of 42 to a grade equivalent of 10.0. The
drastic changes in grade equivalent scores as a result of merely one
or two add?tional correct items might account for the very large average

monthly gains demonstrated by the secondary school pupils.
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>. Because of the State law which perzmits childrea zc leave schocl zt -he
age of 16, the population cf students at the seccndary scheol level is
a rore select population than that 1n elementary schcols. The srudens
who has been a pcor achiever has, in many cases, left school by the
ninth grade. The secondary schools are populated by & brighter, higher
achieving population than are the elemenrary schsols. Thie max¥ be

another factcr which accounts ter the encrrcus reading gains made by

Title I students at the secondary level. On the average, they may be

better students than the average student served by the elementary school
program.

How are this year's Title I children doing as compared with the participants
of the past two years! Table 4-7 clearly shows that with each succeeding year
the prior average monthly gain decreased indicating that, on the average, thosu
selected for pérticipac1on in Title I reading projects were increasingly slowery
learners than those the year before. That 1s not an unexpecced rinding.

Programs are becoming more seiective and are better able toc discern those

students who most need remedial help. The important point to note, though, :;

the extent of average monthly gsins made during the past three years Keeping

in mind that the children selected for participation each successive year were
further below grade level, it is encouraging tc note that the average monthi -
gain of those children increasec or at least remained comparable tou those achieved

by participants of previous years.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



COMPARISON OF READING ACHIEVEMENT DATA FOR THE YEARS
1968-6G, 1969-70 and 1970-71

TABLE 4-~7

AMG MG
Grade 1669 1270 1671 1969 1970 1971
1 - - 4 .3 .3 1.7
2 <5 .5 .2 .8 1.1 1.1
3 "5 WA .3 .9 1.4 1.4
4 .6 g b .9 1.3 1.3
5 .7 .0 oS l.1 1.6 1.2
6 o7 .8 .5 .9 1.6 1.2
7 7 .6 .5 1.3 2.2 2.6
8 o7 .6 5 1.2 2.4 2.8
9 .8 7 .6 1.7 3.5 2.6
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Sixty-five percent of the participants had never before participated in a
Title I reading program; therefore, the results we have shown are not attri-
butable to cumuiative effects.

Twenty-nine percant had participated one year previously and 5% two years
previously. Were there any more repeat participents, the PAMG would be consid-
erably larger than it now is, reflecting previous.progress in a Title I program.

It is highl; probable that Title I program designers and teachers are
becoming more adept at finding new and effective ways to teach children who
had not previously iﬁcreased thelr reading rate at all or who had increased it
only slightly.

Recently, Secretary Richardson stated that '"normally disadvantaged children
learn at 7/10 the average." Our evidence about the past performance levels of
children prior to entry into Title I programs certainiy supports the notion of
the slow learning rate: of disadvantaged children. In fact, our computation orf
PAMG statewide indirates the retardaﬁion may be even more severe than indicated
above.

It would be informative to know how many children made gains in reading
score that surpassed the .7 level. Table 4-8 presents an analysis of reading
gains in eighteen LEAs and statewide. zThe State total Indicates that 39%
of the 3,038 children in grades 1-6 had vocabulary regding gains less than .7
months per month in-program and 61% had gains greater than .7. FortyY-four percent
had comprehension gains greater than .7.

Wel; over half of the Title I children are ﬁaking.gains greater than that
"7/10 of the.average" specified by Secretary Richardson. However, considering
the fact that the prior average monthly gain of Rhode Island's Title I children
in reading programs was .3 ﬁonths per month in program, the 617% showing gains of
more than .7 probably severely underestimates the number showing improvement over

the previous year's gains.

O




64

TABLE 4-8

GAINS IN GATES READING SCORES IN COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS
Grades 1-6 (3,038 Children)

VOCABULARY GAINS COMPREHENSION GALNS
ZAGE OF STUDENTS %#AGE OF STUDENTS
SCORTNG SCORING
LEA <07 .07-1.0 >1.0 <.07 0.7-1.0 >1.0
1 47% 207 33% 47% 10% 437%
2 49 15 36 57 19 24
3 45 22 33 57 18 25
4 i 21 21 - 58 33 21 46
5 26 26 47 59 15 35
6 26 15 59 30 20 S50
7 28 24 48 36 17 47
8 40 23 37 30 20 50
9 b4 18 38 52 15 33
10 13 13 74 33 27 40
11 30 40 30 40 40 20
12 46 26 28 66 20 14
13 . 32 19 49 22 7 72
14 26 23 51 30 17 53
15 30 23 47 30 16 54
15 32 18 50 27 17 56
i7 11 18 71 23 25 52
18 29 23 48 20 17 63
STATE TOTALS 39% 197 42% 447 17% 397%
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C. READINESS TESTS

Children in kindergarten and those beginning first grade are administered
reading tests which do not permit the same kinds of statistical analysis as
other forms ¢f the Gates-MacGinitie tests. Readiness tests do not yield a
grade equivalent score, which is the score basic to our computation of Prior
Average Monthly Gain (PAMG) and Average Monthly Gain (AMG). Therefore, the.
scores of all children taking the readiness form of the Gates must be consideced
separately from the others. The readiness form of the Gates was administered
to 237 kindergarten and first grade children, On the pre-test 62% of those
children were scoring below the 50th percentile. On the post-test only 13%
were scofing below the 50th percentile. In fact, on the post-test, 64% were
scoring between the 76th and 99th percentile. This indicates considerable
improvemént in reading skills preparatory to actual reading on the part of

these 237 children. A complete analysis of the readiness scores is presented in

Table 4-9.
TABLE 4-9
READINESS TESTS
(Kindergarten and First Grade)
(N=237)
Percent scoring between
1-25%ile 26-50%ile 51~-75%1ile 76-99Z%1ile

Pre~test ~19% 43% 28% 9%
Post-test 3% 10% 227 64%
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D. COMMON CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECTIVE PROJECTS

Program evaluation ought to assist those whc design and operate programs
in improving subsequent programs. To that end this evaluation seeks to uncover
those program characteristics which are common to programs that have been success-
ful in improving participants' reading achievement.

It is first necessary to identify the extent of success of each project.
With an understanding of its limitations, the average monthly gain in reading
score for each LEA was used to measure the.effectiveness of each LEAs project.
It was earlier reported that average monthly gain scores for pupils in grades
7 through 9 differed substantially from those for children in grades 1 through 6.
Because of that difference, average mon£hly gain scores were computed separately
for each LEAs' elementary and secondary school participants. The secondary
school participants constitute only 14% of the total in reading programs and so,
for this analysis, only programs operating fo; elementary aged children will
be considered. An indication of the effectiveness of projects operated by
2fach LEA in the elementary grades is found in Table 4-10 The LEA having an
AMG of 2.3 is judged to be the most effective, the LEA having an AMG of .8
is judged to be the least effective.

Based on the data in Table A—iOthose LEAs ranking 1, 2, 3, and 4 were
judged to be the most effective projects in improving children's reading scores, -
and LEAs ranking 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18 were judged to be least effective in

improving children's reading scores.




TABLE 4-10

AVERAGE MONTHLY GAINS IN READING SCORES

BY LEAs OPERATING READING PROGRAMS IN GRADES 1-6

LEA ranking

Average Monthly

oNaTubwh e

10
11
12

STATE AVERAGE

13
14
15
16
17
18

Gain

RAEHREHEERRNNNN
LU uUmooO OO W

|
- -
35}

H R
BOOOON

* .

67




68

A considerable amount of information concerning project participants and
project characteristics is available for each of these LEA offerings. A com-
plete listing of this information is found in Table 4-11. Pupil characteristics
and program éharacteristics are found in the left hand column. The middle
columns indicate the percentage (or appropriate statistic) of children in the
most effective programs who exhibit that characteristic and the right hand
columns the percentage of pupils in the least effective programs who possess
that particular characteristic. RBecause this is an extremely difficult type
of analysis, and because of the somewhat subjective nature of those elements
singled out as being similarities or differences, the entire set of data is
reproduced<here in Table 4-11 for the readers review.

Characteristics which are considered to differentiate the most effective
from least effective programs are identified by an asterisk. A more thorough

analysis of these items follows in Table 4~12,



}

TABLE 4-~11
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CHARACTERISTICS OF MOST EFF&CTIVE AND LEAST EFFECTIVE
1970-71

TITLE 1 PROGR&aS:

LEA RANKINGS ON AMG

Most Effective

Least Effective

1 2 3 4 14 15 16 17 18
No. of students 97 108 577 75 375 20 77657 203 104
No. of grades 3 3 11 4 5 2 9 5 6
Sex: Male 657 637 577 667 63% 6507 55% 617 55%
Female 35 37 43 34 7 40 45 39 45
Ethnic: Negro 0 0 22 0 7 5 39 2 29
White 100 100 75 100 92 95 61 97 56
Other 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 5
Prev. Part.: 0 year 74 99 57 29 83 100 61 52 49
1l year 26 0 32 46 17 0 33 33 30
2 or more years 0 1 12 25 0 0 5 15 21
Type school: public 100 95 88 100 92 100 88 89 100
parochial 0 5 12 0 8 0 12 11 0
Retained: 0 times 80 79 66 67 78 65 74 79 75
1 time 18 21 3Q 30 20 35 20 20 21
2 or more times 2 0% 3% 3% 2% 0% 5% 1% 5%
1.Q.: Mean 100.1 LOl1.1 96.4 94 99 94.4 93.4 97.4 95,0
S.D. 11.1 10.8 10.9 10.6 12.5 9.1 10.2 12.4 11.5
Age: Mean 8-3 7-4 13-0 8-0 10-0 8-3 9-4 7-10 7-9
. S.D. 1-1 1-C 3-9 1-2 3-4 0-10 2-6 1-6 1-11
Cause depr.: physical 4% 12% 7% 17% 0% 0% 2% 2% 147%
psychological 11 14 9 20 5 20 4 3 25
academic 10 17 20 8 43 ) 15 6 2
*cultural 74 57 64 55 51 &C 79 88 59
*Neighborhood: resid. 56 66 73 1 45 65 6 50 72
commercial 1 0 0 0 11 0 2 4 6
res. & com. 27 34 26 0 43 0 92 45 21
rural 16 0 0 99 0 35 0 0 2
fBasis select.: ach. vs pot. 60 100 57 46 32 5. 35 29 23
low achievement 39 0 34 43 66 95 63 70 60
behav. problem 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 2
other 1 0 5 5 1 0 2 1 15
. unknown 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0
Proj. design: remedial 88 100 9¢ 63 100 100 79 74 0
tutorial 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 29
readiness 0 0 2 12 0 0 17 23 0
diagnostic 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
developmental 12 0 1 25 0 0 4 0 19
other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52
Imm. sch. need: diet’ 0 0 1 0 0 68 0 0 1
medical 5 6 5 9 0 0 2 1 5
psychol. /psychiat. 7 11 10 18 5 0 3 1 12
enrichment 88 82 84 72 94 32 95 98 82
*Materials: good 27 4 53 32 9 10 20 5 38
fair 73 95 47 68 92 90 72 95 61
poOIr 0 2 0 0 0 0 8 0 2
*Program meets needs: yes 56 44 69 17 69 90 37 26 18
somewhat 43 55 31 82 30 10 55 74 81
no 17 2% 0% 1% 1% 0% 8% 0% 1%

.[1<i(jifies_characteristics difterentiatring most effective from least effective programs

IToxt Provided by ERI
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\ LEA RANKINGS ON AMG

' Most Erfective Least Ettecrive

Table 4-~11 (conut ) ] i 1 2 3 4 14 15 16 17 18
Days absent 8.2 9.2 §.3 10.3 11.0 8.0 16.9 7.0 147
Home visits: 7 ot hoemes | 27 0% 177 443 35 0y 1¢ 2% 19
Adm. stand. test: ves 35 0 32100 29 100 70 91 58

nc 65 100 68 0 71 0 30 9 42

intelligence 32 0 22 100 11 100 26 87 34

aptitude 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3

diagnostic 3 0 14 99 ) 0 62 47 48

achlevement | 0 0 0 100 5 100 12 42 22

Complete psych. assess.:iyes % 2 0 2 16 1 0 3 14 7
no | 98 100 98 84 99 100 97 86 93

hours 1in program 110 92 55 382 74 110 102 80 421

Wks. in prog. less than 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
6-11 0 6 19 0 1 0 4 2 0

12-17 0 5 5 1 1 0 5 3 3

18-23 25 22 4 7 32 100 19 2 12

24-29 75 1 17 1 14 0 19 1 22

30-36 0 67 53 91 53 0 53 92 63

Proj. time spent on rdg.:100% 100 100 99 "0 74 100 96 100 0
75% 0 0 1 63 26 0 4 0 49

50% 0 0 0 37 0 0 0 0 50

257 0 0 G 0 0 0 0 0 1

Serv., Title 1 funded: guid. 0 0 0 0 0 100 13 0 1
spch./hrg. 0 0 0 1 0 0 10 0 20

mental healch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

nutrizion 0 0 0 99 0 0 50 0 8

sex education 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

phys. health 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 75

Serv.: local funded: guid. 18 0 49 13 36 0 48 15 27
spchoshrp. 7 0 43 21 21 100C 10 9 68

mental health 0 0 3 8 0 0 3 0 0

nutrition 0 0 12 41 0 0 18 10 21

sex education 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

phys. healch 2 9 2 46 13 0 30 1 57

Supplemental Services 100 31 98 99 100 100 100 100 78
Left program 2 16 10 3 5 0 14 8 2

Reasons: progress 1 5 1 0 1 0 3 3 0

moving 1 1 7 1 4 0 7 2 2

parental dissat. . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

child dissat. 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

failure to adjust 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

other 0 11 2 1 1 0 2 2 0

Major Handicap:MR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Hd. hearing 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6

Deat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Speech 1imp. 1 0 "1 4 1 0 2 0 8

Crippled 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Visual hand. 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 2

emctional 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

other 2 0 2 5 1 0 0 1 5

nv handicap %0 100 96 90 98 100 96 96 75

* Tdentifies characteristics differentiating most effective from least effective programs

Vet

R
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LEA RANKTINGS ON AMG

Table 4-11 (cont.)

Most Effective

Least Effective

1 2 3 4 14 15 16 17 18
Parent communicated
with comp. teacher 257 1% 177% 227 147 0% 3% 7% 33%
claszroom teacher 13 40 16 40 18 0 24 28 34
both 12 4 32 17 23 100 17 41 8
neither 50 54 35 21 45 0 55 24 26
Test obtain: reg. adm. 1 0 0 0 23 0 95 0 0
adm. to comp. only 99 100 106 100 77 100 5 100 100
Objectives: inc. readiness 1 10 7 17 0 0 18 22 14
inc. reading skills 93 90 80 83 80 0 80 78 31
ine. vocabulary 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0
inc. conmprehension & 0 2 0 18 0 2 0 9
ine. lang. arts : 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 46
other 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
% error cards 47 41%  10% A 5% - 0% 18% 2% 9%

*Identifies characteristics differentiating most effective from least effective programs.,
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Table 4-12 presents those characteristics identified as distinguishing
the least effective from the most effective projects. One distinguishing

factor is the kind of neighborhood in which the participantse live,

-

According to teacher response, 64% of children in effective projects live

in primarily residential areas; only 157 of children in least effective projects
live in primarily residential areas. 81% of the children in least effective
projects live in areas designated as residential/commercial; only 25% of those

in most effective projects live in such dual purpose areas.

p——



TABLE 4-~12

CHARACTERISTICS DISTINGUISHING
THE MOST EFFECTIVE PROJECTS FROM THE LEAST EFFECTIVE PROJECTS

73

o MOST EFFECTIVE LEAST EFFECTIVE
______ I PROJECTS PROJECTS
Which of the following best describes
the neighborhoed in which this pupil
lives?
Primarily residential 647% 15%
Primarily commercial or industrial 0% 3%
Both residential and commercial 25% 81%
Primarily rural 11% 0%,
In your opinion which type of factor has
centributed most significan:zly to this
child's educational limitation?
Physical 8% 27
Psy.lological 11% 4%
Academic 17% 17%
Cultural 647 777
What is the primary basis for selecting
this child to participate in this program?
Inconsistency between achievement
and potential 62% 34%
Below grade level achievement 317% 64%
Behavior problem 1% 0%
Other 4% 1%
Unknown 17 1%
Would you describe the relationship
between the design of this reading program
and this child’'s individual needs?
Program meets needs 607 407
Program can be mcdified to meet needs 40% 53%
Program not suitable for child's needs 0% 7%




MOST EFFECTIVE

LEAST EFFECTIVE

Table 4-12 (cont.) PROJECTS PROJECTS

If you were able to order instructional

materials specifically for this child,

how would your choice compare with the

materials presently available for

workiag with him?
Same 42% 18%
Partly same, partly different 587 767,
Totally different 0% 6%

* Based on all program participants, grades 1-12

N

-

§.
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Algo, teachers identified 777 of the pupils in the least cffective projects
as having educational limitations attributable to cultural deficits; in the more
effective projects only 64% of the pupils were so designated.

The way in which children were snlected to participate in the Title |
project differed in most and least effective projects. Two-thirds »f tha
pupils in the most effective projects were selected on the basis of an incor-
sigtency between their past achievement and their intellectual potential,

[hese are children v 1o are 'not working up to potential' or are "underachievers".
An assumption is made, (usually based on I.Q. scores) about the capacity of the
children, and that is then compared to the actual achievement level observed.

If there is a discrepancy, the child may be eligible to participate in a Title

I program. 1In the least effective project, though, two thirds of tle students
wer2 selected solely on the basis of achievement levels below the grade level
expectation for the child. 1In those projects pupils who scored "below grade
level"” by some designated amount would be eligible for Title I participation,
regardless of that chkild's potential.

The difference in method of selection could easily work in favor of
those projects using the criterion of inconsistency between achievement and
potential. Those projects are selecting students whko have the greatest likelihood
of success.

They may be choosing, for example, students who are two years behind in
achievement but whose potential indicates they should Be doing grade level
work. Theose projects who are selecting pupils only on the basis of their failure
to do grade level work may be selecting students who by nature of their potential

cannot do any better than that, regardless of the program offered them.
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Whether or not children sliould be selected fo. participation in a Title 1
reading program solely on the basis of below grade lec -1 reading scores is an
issue on which Title I administrators have ot apres-d. Some Programs. seclect
those children who sccre below grade level, but who also indicate by virtue of
I.Q. testing a caﬁacity to attain higher scores. Sectiom E of this chapter
will investigate in greater detaii the relation between I.Q. scores and
demonstrated gains in reading achievement.

The educational milieu of today is one which supports a notion that edu-
cational programs should be tailored to fit the needs of individual children,
not the hypothetical average of a group of children. Teachers were asked to
indicate how well they thought a particular Title I reading program fit the needs
of each individual child in that program. In the most effective programs
teachers indicated that the reading program met the needs of 60% of the children
enrolled, and that the program could be modified sufficiently tn meet the needs
of the remaining 40% of the children. 1In the least effective programs teachers
judged the program to be one meeting the needs of only 40% of the children and
could be modified to meet the needs of another 53%. But teachers judged the
program to be unsuitable for 7% of the chiLdren.

Frequently the teachers who service the Title I reading programs have had
little or nothing to do with its desiga or with the ordering of materials
to be available to the program. They were asked the following question:

"If you were able to order instructional meterials specifically for this child,
how would your choice compare with the materials presently available for working
with him?" Teachers in the most effective programs indicated that they would
order the same materials for 42% of the children, and for the remaining 58%
would order some of the same, but some different ones also. 1In the least effec-
tive projects teachers would order the same materials for only 18% of the child-

ren. They would order some of the same but some different additional materials
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for 76%, and for 67 of the pupils they woi.ld order toctally different materials.

It seems clear, then, that the design of the reading program and the
materials available are fairly well suited tn ﬁhe needs of individual children
in the most effective programs; they are less well scited to the needs of the
children in the least effective projects.

It is especially interesting to note that the answers to the above
questions oini design of reading program and suitability of materials were pro-
vided on Form 71-B: Pretest, and thus collected at the start of the Title I
reading program, usually in late October. Teachers, then, were able vary early
in the program to judge whether the program and the materials i herein were

appropriate for an individual child.
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E. ACHIEVEMENT AND INTELLIGENCZ

An analysis of reading programs such as the present one should attempt to
consider all possible contributions to the success or failure of an individual
child to profit from reading instruction. And likewise, if we are to compare
projects on the amount of gain in reading achievement scores, as was done above,
we must be tareful that the projects have enrolled children of comparable
general scholastic ability. The I.Q.s of children in the most effective
projects seem not to differ significantly from those in least effective projects.

The mean I.Q. of all children in Title I reading programs was 95.3,
and the standard deviation was 11. The mean score is identical to that reported

in 1969-70. The distribution of I.Q. scores fcr those two years is presented in

Table 4~13.
TABLE 4-13
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF I1.Q.s OF TITLE I PARTICIFANTS
- I.Q. Range 1969-70 1970-71
less than 80 9% ‘ 8%
81-90 247 257
91-100 ‘ 37% 377%
101-110 207 217
111-120 7% 77
121 and over 2% 27

R el
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Children with I.G. of 121 and over are making average monthly gains
somewhat lower than those with I1.Q. between 111 and 120. I1.Q., then, is not
a perfect predictor of the size of gains in reading scores to be expected from
participation in a Title I reading program.

It is important to point out that children with I.7.s below 80 Lenefited
considerably from participation in a Title 1 reading program. We would not
originally have been surprised to find that these students benerited relatively
little from Title I programs since their reading deficits might be more readily
ascribed to lack of potential than to educationsl deprivation. This was not
the case. These children have done quite weil, making average monthly gzins of
1.2, above the gains of 1.0 one would expect :rom groups with zn average I.Q.
of 100.

It can be ncted that 70% of all participants in Title I reading programs
have I1.Q. bzlow 101. Only 9% have I1.Q.s above 1ll. It is clear thar Title I
reading programs are serving mainly those children with measured abil_ries on
the low side cf the distribution.

It is of importance to consider whether a child's success in a reading
program is related to his 1.Q. Table 4-14 provides the information necessary
to answer this question.

TABLE 4~14

READiI*G ACHIEVEMENT BY I.Q. LEVELS

. AVERAGE MONTHLY GAINS
1.Q. 1969-70 1970-71
less than 80 1.4 1.2
81-90 1.6 ‘ 1.2
91-1900 ' 1.5 1.5
101-110 1.6 1.6
111-120 1.7 1.8
121 and over 1.5 1.6
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Average monthly gains during the program are minimally related to I.0.
Children with 1.Q. of less than 80 are making gains cowmparable to those made bv
chilaren with 1.Q. bztween 8l and 90. What is extremely encouraging is that
both those groups, and the next, those scoring between 91 and 100 are making
gains well above the averags expected gain of 1.0. These groups are exceeding

the gains one would predict on the basis of their measured 1.Q.
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F. ACHIEVEMENT AND DURATION OF PROGRAM

In an attemp: to determine those program characteristics which might be
related to program success We analyzed gains in reading ¢ s as a function of
rmber of hours each child actually spent in his Title I reading program

That data is presented in Table 4-15.

TABLE 4-15

GAINS IN READING SCORES IN RELATION TO DUR.IION
’ OF THE PROGRAM

Hours in program Number of students Average Monthly Gain
1-25 88 1.1
26-50 539 1.5
51-75 1041 1.5
76~100 669 1.2
101-125 265 1.6
126-150 ' 628 1.7
151-175 155 1.4
176-200 0 ——
.ore than 200 150 .9

One would expect that the number of hours actually spent in Title I reading
instruction would be positively related to gains in readi~” score. The smallest
gains were made by those students who spent the most time - Jver 200 hours - in
the program. The largest gains were made by those v ho spent between 126 and 150

hosurs in the program.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

G. PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS AND COST

No analysis of project effectiveness would be completes without an a....lwvsis
of cost factors. The average per pupil costs of the mwost and least effective
projects were computed and are found in Table 4-16. The zmount spent by the
most effeccive projects was $269.85 and that spent by the least effective
projeéts, $272.21. It is quite clear that the total amount spent is not at all
related to the success of the project in impruving reading scores.

All projects submitted detailed fiscal analysis of their expenditures indicating
not only the amount spent on various instructional activities but also the amount
spent on activities which serviced the project, e.g. transportation, food,_
griidance health, library, and the amount expended on administration, - .ed
charges, maintenance and capital expenditures. The figures zbove include 3ll
such expenditures.

It is interesting to note, however, how much of the total was expended only
ca reading instruction. Table 4-16 presents that information in the column headed

"per pupil cost for reading instruction only". The most effective projects spent
$205.°4 per pupil on reading instruction alone. The least effective projects
spent only $142.47 on reading instruction. While both kinds of projects, ;.e.
most and least effective, spent comparable total amounts per pupil, there is con-
siderable dJifference in the amouct spent on reading instruction, with che most
effective projects spending $63.07 more than the least effective frojects.

What :his means is tliat the least effective projects are spending more of their
money or: non-reading activities, i.e. supportive a ‘tivities, administraticn of
projects, capital expenditures znd maintenance. The most effective Projects
use cnly $64.31 per pupil on those acitivities, the least effective projects use

$129.74 for those activities.
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TA3BLE 4-16

COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR MOST AND LEAST EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS

Total per Per pupil cost for
LE4 raanking pupil cost reading instruction onlv | Difference
Most Effective
1 $290.25 $283.09 S -~7.16
2 422.91 _ 338.13 . -84.78
3 249,92 174.15 « ~75.77
4 204.53 164.85 -39.68
Average 26%., 15 205.54 ~-64,31
Least Effective
14 166.32 150.74 -15.38
15 219.75 101.23 4 ~118.52 |
16 275.6g 121.42 ~154,24
17 572.37 402.32 ~170.05 -
18 260.44 178.09 -82.35
Average 142.47 ~129.74
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We dc not wish tn imply thel guidance and other sUPPOIlv..z servicas have
no effect cn a child's reading achievement. We wish tc emphasize thi-t the —ost
effective projects had a per pup:l exrenditare of $203.34 ior reading instruction,
wh .1e tne least eifzctive projects spent only 5142.47 for reacinyg instruccion
for each pup:l despite greater tot il per pupil eﬁuendltures.

Table 4~16 indicates that scme oup1ls :n —he most effect:ve projecss did
recaive supportive services bhut most of these services were funded with local and
state comr#nsatory money. The capacity of the school system te provide for the
child’'s non-instructio:zl needs with 1ts own locally funded resources 1s probably
a factor contributing to the success of the Title I progran.

Conclusions based on the findings ot this statewide evaluation are presented
on the next page followed by recommendations concerning suggested areas of

invzstigation for subsequent evaluations and possible follow-up to this reporrt.
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CONCLUSION

In order to reach the goal of incrrasing the child's average month., $31n over
his prior average wmontinly gain, the LEA should apply the following gurdelines

to the design of a Title I reading project:

1. Provide each child with iastructional materials particularly suited to his
needs.

2. Design a reading progr: compatible with each ¢hild's individual needs.

3. Involve the teacher in the selection of materials and 1n designing the
project.

4. Do not dilute your Title I funds by attempting to provide too many supportive
services and/or by attempting to serve too many children.

5. Investrigate the possibility of providing supporctive services rhrough other
available community or school departmen. resources.-

6. Recognize that children who reside in residentizl/ccmmercial areas, and/or
who exhibit marked culiural deficits require programs specially designed to

meet their needs.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. & study shouvld be made of ~he most effective programs in terms of organiza-
tional :atterns, contisat, facilities ancd methods to provide models for othar
less effective pregrams.

2. The effect of othexr variatlcs migﬁt be investigated, osuch as concentration
of children receiving AFDC and mobility of population.

3. A count should be taken of the actual number of hours of direction anc
supervision given to Title I readirg teachers and cthe ratio of reading
teachers to supervisory reading specialists should be detsrmined.

4, The least effective reading proje:;ts, if they are to continue, should undergo
considerable restructuring, or should be forced to just®fy their zpproach

satisfactorily.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



AT ENDIM. A

Copies of:
Form 71A-1 -Program Information
Form 71A-2 -Project Information
Form B -Pre~Test Informatio:n

Form C -Post~Tast Information




COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
EVALUATION SURVEY FORM 71 &-1

PROGRAM INFORMATION

Parc I: The following has been comaleted by the SEA Title I staff.
Please verify for accuracy.

1. LEA Code No. .
!

i 7

2. Name of LEA

r—--—-1

3 10

W

What was your school district's average per-pupil
expeniiture from all non-Title I funds for fiscal year
ending June 30, 19707

It

4. What was the number of schooi-age children in this district
enrolled in public and non-putlic schools as of Octobexr 19707

Public

Non-Public

RSN

23 28




1. Plezse indicate tre number of children, ty ethnic z2Troup, who
participated in this Title 1I project.

i {

1
wnite, nrz:zive borrn , l ; 229’32
vhice, foreign borrn . 33-36
black, native born . 37-40
black, foreign born . L1-%4
Oriental . 45.-48
other : 40-52
Tot:l . 0

79 80

2. Give an unduplicated count by grade level of public and non-public
school children actually participating in Title I pregrams during
this academic yeazr. (Note s :parate charts for public school on
this page, non-public schoo:r on page 3.)

1 2
PUBLIC PRE-SCHOOL , 1-6
K . 7-10
1 11-14
2 A 15-18
3 , {19-22
4 d | 23-26
5 ,l | 127-30
6 . 131-34
7 35-38
8 . 39-42
9 ‘ 43-46
10 47-50
11 . 51-54
12 B 55-58
Special E4. . 5G-62
Total l I . N 63-68 ol2
79 & B




Part 11 2. (Cortinued)

_ 1 2
T
NON-PUBLIC PRE-SCHOOL 3-6
_ 7-10
1 - i 11-14
2 . ( 15-18
3 l J 19-22
4 N | 23-26
5 P 27-30
6 . 31-34
7 35-38
g . 39-42
9 . 43-46
10 . 47-50
11 s 51-54
12 55-58
Specialrpd. . 59-62
Total . 63-68 0 i3

79 80

NOTE : The total public and non-public school enrollment shouid correspond
to the total ethnic group enrollments in question number 1.




b

3. Give an unduplicated count by grade level of public and non-public
school children actually participating in Section 4, of the State
Compensatory Program, during this academic year.

1 2
PUBLIC PRE-SCHOOL , 3-6
K . 7-10
1 L. 11-14
2 , 15-18
-3 . 19-22
4 _ 1., 23-26
5 | . 27-30
6 \ 31-34
7 . 35-38
8 , 39-42
9 . | | 43-46
10 , | 47-50
11 . | 51-54
12 , é 55-58
Special Ed. \ ‘ 59-62 |
Total R | 63-68 [;:h;_1

79 80




Part II

3. (Continued)

NON-PUBLIC

PRE-SCHOOL
K

1

10
11
12

Special Ed.

Total

10

~J
]

11-14

15-18

19-22

23-26

27-30

31-34

35-38

39-42

43-46

47-50

51-54

55-58

59-62

63-68




&, Indicate how many children received instruction or services
funded by both Title I and Section 4 of the State Compensatory
Program during this academic year.

1 2
PUBLIC PRE~-SCHOOL ’ 3-6

K . 7-10

1 ) 11-14

2 15-18

3 , 19-22

& A 23-26

S5 , 27-30

6 . 31-34

7 ) 35-38

8 . 39-42

9 . 43- 46

10 X 47-50

11 , 51-54

12 - . 55-58

Special Edl . 59-62
Total ) 63-68 01]e6

79 80




Part II 4. (Continued)

1 2
NON-PUBLIC PRE-SCHOOL | . 3-6
K , 7-70
1 ‘ 11-314
2 . 15-18
3 , 19-22
4 . 23-26
5 . 27-30
6 ) 31-34
7 35-38
8 ‘ 39-42
9 ‘ 43-46
10 ) 47-50
11 51-54
12 . 55-58
Spz2cial Ed. . 59-62
Total , . 63-63 0 |7

79 80
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5. Please prepare an '"Actual Expenditure Brezkdowm' of instructional
znd service activities within your compensatory progranm.

TITLE I, ESEA

T

A. INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES {__“_~_‘ 1-2
1. Art $ ' i ] 3-10
2. Business Education . ) 11-18
3. Cultural Enrichment ) 19-26
4, English-Reading . 27-34
5. English-2nd Language 35-42
6. English-Speech . 43-50
7. English-Other . 51-58
8. Foreign language . 59-66
9. Health/Phys. Ed./Recreatiun . 1 67-74

0 |8 79-80

1-2
10. Home Economics . 3-10
11. Industrial Arts . 11-18
12, Mathematics . 19-26
12, Music ‘ _ _ , 27-34
14, Natural Science w; . 35-42 :
15. Social Science . . . 43-50 ;
16. Vocational Education . 51-58
17. Sp. Activities for Handicapped , . 59-66
18. Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten J . 67-74 T
019 79-80
1-2
4
19. Other Instructional Activities _ 3-10
20. TOTAL COST OF INSTRUCTIONAL $ [ 11-20 "
ACTIVITIES (sum of lines 1-19) .




B. SERVICE ACTIVITIES

— —- —T
1. Attendance S ] 21-28
‘2. Clothing . I 26-36
3. FOOd 37-44

T . rg‘_'_ . -~
4. Guidance and Counseling . ’ . L_‘ 45-52
1 —
5. Health-Dental L 53-60
6. Health-Medical - 1 iel-o8
7. Library i L 69-76
110 | 79-50
______I 1-2
8. Psychological _
— S A O 3-10
9. School Social Work . . 11-18
10. Speech Therapy 1] Sl | 19-26
11. tati 7
1. Transportation | . 27-34
12. Sp. Services for Handicapped \__“_J' . 35-42
13. Othef Service Activities - - 43-50
14. TOTAL, COST OF SERVICE ACTIVITIES $ e 51-59
(sum of lines 1-13) — e T
C. VERIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES
— e d meadf S
1. Total A-20 and B-14 above 1 . . 60-69
2. Add: Expenditures in series |
100, 600, 700, 800, and 1,200 L, - 70-78
as reported on financial report
forms (RI 11270-Titie 1)
1 {179-80
1-2
3. Total expenditures - (to ‘ = B
agree with total axpenditures $ I 3-12
as raported on financial bl Lo bed

Q reports) - Title I




5. (Continued)

STATE COMPENSATORY

© gt

A. INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES

r »
1. art $ | 13-20
bl —
2. Business Education 21-28
3. Cultural Enrichment 29-36
4. English-Reading | 37-44
5. English-2nd Language 45-52
6. English-Speech 53-60
-~ —
7. English~Other . | 61-68
8. Foreign Language I . 69-76
1 |2 l 79-80
|
| Po1-2
}_,-~
9. Health-Pys. Ed./Recreation 3-10
}_.-———- —
10. Home Economics 11-18
11. Industrial Arts 19-26
, ]
12. Mathematics 27-34
13. Music i 35-42
[~ T
14. Natural Science 43-50
15. Social Science 51-58
16. Vocational Education 59-66
17, Sp. Activities for Handicapped 67-74
113 |79-80
]
] 12
18. Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten 3+10
)
19. Other Instructional Activities 11-18
20. TOTAL COST ON INSTRUCTIONAL $ _J' __j 19-28

ACTIVITIES (sum of lines 1-19)
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B, SERVICE ACTIVITIES

1. Attendance

2. Clothing

3. Food

4, Guidance and Counseling
5., Health-Dental

6. Health-Medical

7. Library

8. Psychological

9, School Social Work

10. Speech Therapy

11. Transportation

12. Sp. Services for Handicapped
13. Other Service Activities

14. TOTAL COST OF SERVICE ACTIVITIES
“+um of lines 1-13)

C. VERIFICATION OF EXPENDITURES

1. Totals of A and B above

2. Add: Expenditures in series’
100, 600, 700, 800, and 1,200
as reported on iinancial report
forms (RI3171C - Section 4&)

3. Total Expenditures - (to
agree with total expenditures
as reported on financia
reports) - State Compensatory

i~

L

s

29-36

(%)
~J
]
I~
IS

I~
w
)
wn
1A

53-60

61-68

69-76

79-80

1-2

3-10

11-18

19-26

27-34

35-42

43-50

51-58

59-67

13-22
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Part I111: Please complete the following information on parental involvement.

1. Since June, 1970, have you had any CITIZEN's ADVISORY COMMITTEE(S)
in your district concerned with Title 1. or other compensatory
grograms?

1. vyes () 2. no () 23

——

If you answered "No" to question 1, do not complete the remainder
of this program questionnaire. If you answered 'Yes'" to question 1,
complete questions 2-12 below.

2. Please indicate below tne number of Title I, ESEA Citizen's
Advisory Committees currently active in your district:

24-25

4. Did you receive ASSISTANCE or ADVICE from your State Department
of Education in establishing Title I, ESEA Citizen's Advisory

Committee(s) in your district?  (check only one answer)
1. Yes, ASSISTANCE () 3. Yes, BOTH ()
2. Yes, ADVICE () 4. NONE () 26

4. Since June, 1970, with which of the following have Citizens'
Advisory Committees in your district been concerned?
(Mark all that apply.)

1. TIssues concerning the entire l. Yes () 2.%No () 27
district
2. 1Issues concerning a subdivision 1. Yes () 2. No () 28

of the district

3. Issues concerning individual 1. Yes () 2. No () 29
schools in the district

4. Issues concerning specific 1. Yes () 27No () 30
Title I, ESEA projects
in the district

5. Other, specify l. Yes () 2.No () 31

——

——



What were the duties of the Citizen's

-13-

(Mark all that apply.)

1.

Supplied information on parents'
views of unmet educational
needs

Supnlied information on
students' views of unmet
educational needs

Made racommendations on
expenditures of Title I

funds

Participated in the develop-
ment of Title I applications

Reviewed Title I applications

‘Made recommendations on

improvement of Title I
programs

Participated in Title I
program evaluations

Recommended teacher personnel
policy changes

Other duties, specify

1.

1o
.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

. Yes

Advisory

(

.

Committee?

Y 2. No (

Y 2. No (

and
A%

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40
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6. Please indicate below the number of each of the following typas
of persons on Title I, ESEA Citizen's Advisory Committees in
your district: (enter O if there are no representatives orf a
specified type)

T .
1. Public school administrators ) B 2 S
2. Public school teachers ! 4344
3. 1 .ivate school personnel j 45-46

.

4, Local health agency

" ———

5. Local welfare agency persomnel 49-50
1
6. Parents of Title I, ESEA children ! 51-52
Parent representatives of the :
7. COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAM | 53-54
8 Parent members of the HEADSTART
' ADVISORY COMMITTEL 55-56
9. Representatives from other
neighborhood groups 57-58
10. Students from local Secondary schools 59-60
11. Others 61-62
7. Since June, 1970, how often {on the average) have each of the Title I

ESEA Citizen's Advisory Committees met in your district?

1, Three or more times a month () 3. Once a month ()

2. Twice a month () 4. Less than once a month { ) 63
8. Since June, 1970, has training been provided for Title I, ESEA

Citizen's Advisory Committees in your district?

1. Yes () 2. No () 64




S, COEET T

COIN A

10.

11.

If you answered 'Yes'" to qQuestion 8, please indicate the subject
matter included in training for Title I Citizen's Advisory
Committee members in your district. (Mark all that apply.)

1. Training in academic curricula 1. Yes () 2. No () 65

2. Training in school finance 1. Yes () 2. No () 66

3. Training in school personnel 1. vas () 2. Ne () 67
policies

4. Training in Title I program 1. Yes () 2. No () 68
procedures

5. Training in instruccional 1. Yes () 2. No () 69

madia and equipment

6. Other, specify 1, Yes () T . No () 70

D2 you reimburse members of Title I, ESEA Citizen's Advisory
Committees in your district for expense incurred in the
performance of their duties?

1. Yes () 2. No () . 71

Since June, 1970, has your school district provided clerical or
technical staff for the Citizens' Advisory Committees?

“Check one response.)

1. No () 3. Yes, technical staff ( )

2. Yes, clerical staff () 4, Yes, both () 72
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12, Please indicate below

on Citizens'

the primary method of selections of the following types of persons who have served
Advisory Committees in your district since June, 1970.

There can- be only one method checked
for each type of person., There must be six and only six checks on th

e chart.

METHODS OF SELECTION

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
B Types Appointment by |Appointment by Appointment| Town Self- [Other No
of School District |Community Action by School | Meeting |[Selection participation
Persons Principal {Election

Public School
Administrators

73

Public School
Ter ~her

74

Parc R ‘tle T
Ch

75

Other .
Commurn L Ly
Members

76

Officials of Other
. Community Action
Organizations

77

Students From Local
Secondary Schools

78

J
ol
o
S

O
RIC



/
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COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
EVALUATION SURVEY FORM 71-A-2
PROJECT INFORMATION

Part I: The following has been completed by he State Education Agency Title I staff.
Do not chang:z th:ose values.

1. LEA code number ’

1 2

2. Title I Project number l

3 4
3. State Compensatory project number :
R c
5 6

4. Name of LEA

7 29
5. Title I funds expended

30 36 37 38
6. State'funds expended

39 45 46 47

7. What was the relationship between Title I and State Compensatory funds in this
project?

1. Title I cnly ()
2. State only ()
3. Title I with 100% State supplement ()

4. Title I with less than 100% State supplement () 48
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Questions 8 and 9 will t: completed only if option 4 was checked in Question 7.

8. What percentage of the total State  Compensatory grant numbered
was used to supplement this Title I Projecrt? RI C

‘ ol
%9 51

9. List the numbers of other Title I projects which were also supplemented by
this State Compensatory grant and the percentage that was allotted to each.

Project No. Percentage of allof -ent
L] 70
52 53 54 56

57 58 59 61
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Part II: The following project information Is to be completed by the LEA representative.
Title I components are to be supplied only if there is a Title I project number
in Part I. State Compensatory compone +s are to be supplied only if there is a
State number in Part I.

e Y =2 Ambie il

s~ g

; 1. Title I Component
A. Beginning date / ]
(month/d~-"/vear) / .
[ 62 67
PO =4 date /
[ (month/day/year) ] /
68 ! 73
[ Time of operation
1. Regular school day 1. yes () 2. no () 74
r 2. After school 1. yes () 2. no () 75
\ 3. Before school 1. yes () 2. no () 76
4, Saturday 1. yes () 2, no () 77
B. Title I Personnel
. 17 79-80
1 6
Number of Full Time Equivalents
Directors 7-9 Directors . 7-11
| Teachers | 10-12 Teachers ] 12-16
Teacher Aides 13-15 Teacher Aides . 17-21
Counselors 16-~18 Counselors ) 22-26
Medical 19--21 Medical . ) 27-31
Dental ’ 22-24 Dental . 32-36
Psychological 25-27 Psychological | ! . 37-41
Soc., Workers 28-30 " Soc. Workers . 42-46
Clerical 31-33 Clerical . ‘ ) 47-51
Custodial 34-36 Custodial . 52-56
Consultants 37-39 Consultants . . 57-61
1] 8 | 79-80 (l 9 |79-80
i T |
P




2, State Comp:nsatory Component

A. Beginn 1g date
(mon  day/year)
7 12
Ending date !
(month/day/year) L
13 18

Time of operation

1. Regular school day 1. yes () 2. no () 19

2. After school 1. yes () 2. no () 20

3. Before school l. yes () 2. no () 21

4, Saturday l. yes () 2. no () 22

B. State Compensatory Personnel
. 1 6
Number of : Fnll Time Equivalent§
Directors | 23-25 Directors . I 7-11
Teachers ! 26-28 Teachers . 12-16
Teacher Aides 29-31 Teacher Aides . 17-21
Counsel-rs 1 32-34 Counselors . 22-26
Medical 35-37 - Medical . 27-~31
Dental 38-40 Dental . 32-36
Psychological 41-43 Psychological . 37-41
Social Worker 44-46 Social Worker . 42-46
Clerical 47-49 Clerical . 41<51
Custodial 50-52 Custodial . 52-56
Consultants 53-55 Consultants . t 57-61 i
2- 0 | 79-80 _:Z_L_‘L 79-80




3. Title I children

Give an unduplicated count by grade level of public and non-public school
children actually participating in the Title I Component of this project.

PUBLIC " NON-PUBLIC |
1 6 1

pre-school . 7-10 Pre—-school R 7-10
K , 11-14 K . 11-14
1 ) 15-1% 1 . 15-18

2 2 19-22 ‘ 2 . 19-22

3 > 23-26 3 R 23-26

4 2 27-30 4 J 27-30

5 ; 31-34 5 - 31-34
6 . 35-38 6 . 35-38

7 39-42 7 s 39-42
8 R 43-46 8 , 43-46
9 47-50 ‘ 9 , 47-50
10 . 51-54 10 R 51~54
11 L, 55-58 11 , 55-58
12 , 59-62 - 12 R 59-62
Special Ed. y 63-66 Special Ed. ’ 63-66
TOTAL , 67-72 TOTAL y 67~72

2|2 79-80 213 79-80




o
.

State Compensatory Children

Give an unduplicated count by grade level of public and non-public school
children actually participating in the Title I Component of this project.

—_—
PUBLIC NON-PUBLIC
1 6 | 1
‘ [ T T 1

pre-school . 7-10 pre-school 1 _/-10
K ] 11-14 K , 11-14

1 ! 15-18 1 , 15-18

2 19-22 2 ) 19-22

3 | 23-26 3 , 23-26

4 : N 27-30 4 , 27-30

5 31-34 5 . 31-34

6 35-38 6 35-38

7 39-42 7 . 39-42

8 43-46 ' 8 , 43-46

9 47-50 9 . 47-50

10 51-54 16 _ , 51-54

11 55-58 11 , .| 55-58

12 59-62 12 , 59-62
Speciai Ed. 63-66 Special Ed. ) 63-66
TOTAL _| 67-72 TOTAL Jd 67-72
214 |79-80 2 15 |79-80
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5. Are the children participating in the State Compensatory Program

1. the same children who were served by the Title I component? ()
' OR
2. completely different children from the ones reported for the
Title I component? ()
OR
3. partially the same and parti- '~ d4° .. . «ren from the
ones reportcd for the Title . component? ()

6. If you ansWered ycs to 5~3 above, indicate the total number of children
participating in ¢ . tate -Jompensatory Program who also participated in
the Title I comporert.

'8 ‘ 12

| zl ¢ | 79~80
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Within this project, how many children participated in each of the following

7-10

11-14
15-18
19-22
23-26
27-30
31-34
35-38
39-42

43-46

47-50
51-54

55-58

59-62

63-66

Compensatory
:

State

8 179-80

23-26
27-30
31-34
35-38
39-42
43~-46
47-50
51-54

55-358

__|59-62

63-66
67-70
71-74

75-78

Unduplicated

Total

|
I

2

9 179-80

31-34
35-38
39-42
43-46
47-50
51-54
55-58
59-62
63-66

67-70

1-6

7 L]
specific program activities?
Code
. Number Activity Ticle I
i
0L Reading Readiness
Remedial or
02 Corrective Reading
Language Arts and
103 Communication Skills
: English as a
04 S<nond Language
05 Spacial Education L
06 _Pr=-School
07 __Xipdergarten
08 Cultural
Pupil Personnel
09 Services
10 Mathematics
11 Transitional
12 _ Library
13 Media Center
14 Recreation
1> Speech and Hearing
16 Community Schools ‘
79-80
17 Industrial Arts
Vocational Fducation
School Clinic ]

Other (specify)

7-10
11-14
15-18

19-22

_|11-14

7-10

15-18

19-22
23-26

27-30

7-10
11-14

1518

31-34

35-38
39~42

43-46



8. If this proje.. oiupic od the services of a Teacher Aide, which of the following
categories would bust descrive this Aide?

PR S

assistant teacher
instructional aide
supervisional aide
clerical aid-

5. combination of above {
5. no teacher aide (
7. other, specify (

N AN A~ N
N N N N
A .

9. Did staff assigned to this compensatory project participate in a training
program?

1. yes () 2. wo ()

Co
I

55

56

ED WITH THIS QUESTIONNAIRE.

How many different training programs were vun for this project?

PR

'E 79-80

57-38

FOR EACH OF THE TRAINING PROGRAMS REPORTED IN QUESTION 10, PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

BF ETE QUESTION 10 ONLY IF YOU RESPOND POSITLVELY TO QUESTION 9. IF YOU RESPONDED '"NO" YOU ARE
SH

TRAINING PROGRAM #1 l
I ! 1-6

Write in the activity code number from page 8 of the activity or activities
within this project for whose personnel the training program being described

was designed.

| 1] L
7-8 9-10 j11-13_ | p3-14|_ | Bs-16

What was the duration in hours of this training program? hours
Please indicate the time of this fraining program.

1. pre-service () 3. both pre-service and in-service ()
2. in-service () 4. other, specify ()

Did this training program provide joint training of the teachers with any
of the following?

1. teacher aide or other supportive personnel 1. yes () 2. no ()
2. other professicnal personnel 1. yes () 2. no ()
3. parents of pupils l. yes () 2. 10 ()
4. other personnel 1. yes () 2. no ()
Who conducted this training program?
1. project director () 5. consultants from business,
2. professional staff of LEA ' industry, etc,

(e.g. reading specialist) () 6. private professional
3. SEA staff @) consultants
4. college or university () 7. other, specify

17-19

20

21
22
23
24
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F. Please indicate the objectives of this training . ogram. (select as many as necessary)

0. introduction of new instructional techniques 1. yes () 2.no () 26
1. introduction of new content material 1. yes () 2. no () 27
2. utilization of instructional equipment and

materials l.yes () 2. no () 28
3. measurement, evaluation, and reporting l.yes () 2.nc () 29
4. general orientation to the philosophy of

compensatory education 1. yes () 2. no () 30
5. culture and personality of the educationally

disadvantaged 1. ves () 2. no () 1
6. cypes of learning disabilities , 1. yes () 2.no () 32
7. project planning and design l.yes () 2.mno () 33
8. wutilization of ancillary services (e.g. guidance) 1. yes ( ) 2. no () 34
9. utilization of ..*»r resources (e.g. library, ' .

community) 1. yes () 2. no () as

G. Please indicate the number of persoanel of the following types who participated in
this training prograsm, during the 1970-71 acddemic year.

'Regular'Classroom Teachers 36-38
Special teachers, (other than compensatory !
teachers) Ex: itinerant music teachers ; 39-41
Compensatory Teachers 42-44
Guidance Counselors ] 45-47
Social Workers 48-50
School Principals 51-53
Other Professional Personnel 54-56
Parents ' 57-59
‘Teacher Aides 60-62
Others | 63-65
H. What was the total cost of this training program?
SERRERS
66 72
| 311
79 80

IF THERE ARE NO FURTHER TRAINING PROGRAMS TO DESCRIBE, YOU ARE FINISHED WITH THIS
QUESYIONNAIRE.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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TRAINING PROGRAM #2 l ,

1 6

A. Write in the activity code number from page 8 of the activity or activities
within this project for whose personnel the training program being described

was

designed.

] 7-8 9-10 11-12 ’ l | 13-14 15-16

B. What was the duration in hours of this training program? hours

C. Please indicate the time of this training program.

1. ypre-service () 3. both pre-service and in-service ()
2. in~service () 4. other, specify ()
D. Did this training program provide joint training of the teachers with any of
the following?
l. teacher aide or other supportive personnel 1. yes () 2. no ()
2. other professional personnel 1. yes () 2. mno ()
3. parents of pupils l. yes () 2. no ()
4. other personnel 1. yes () 2. no ()
E. Who conducted this training program?
1. project director () 5. consultantg from business,
2. professional staff of LEA () industry, etc. ()
(e.g. reading specialist) 6. private professional
3. SEA staff () consultants ()
4. college or university () 7. other, specify ()
F. Please indicate the objectives of this training program. (select as many as
necessary) -
0. introduction of new instructional techniques 1. yes () 2. no ()
1. introduction of new content material 1. yes () 2. no ()
2., wutilization of instructional equipment and
materials 1. yes () 2. nmo ()
3. measurement, evaluation and reporting 1. yes () 2. mo ()
4, general orientation to the philosophy of
compensatory education l. yes () 2. no ()
5. culture and personality of the educationally
disadvantaged 1. yes ()Y 2. no ()
6. types of learning disabilities o 1. yes () 2. mno ()
7. project planning and design l. yes () 2. no ()
8. utilization of ancillary services (e.g. guidance) 1. yes () 2. mno ()
9. wutilization of other resources (e.g. library,
communi ty) 1. yes () 2. no ()

17-19

20

21

s}
“~

23
24

25

26
27

28
29

30
31
32
33
34

35



G. Please indicate the number of personnel of the following types who participated
in this training program, during the 1970-71 academic year,

Regular classroom teachers
36-38
Special teachers, (other than compensatory -
teachers) EX: itinerant music teachers 39-41
Compensatory teachers 42-44
Guidance Counselors L 45-47
Social Workers 48~50
School Principals S51-53
Other professional personnel 54-56
Parents 57-59
Teacher aides 60-62
Others ' 63-65
H. What was the total cost of this training program?
!
s L
© 66 72
—
|§ 2
79 80

IF THERE ARE NO FURTHER TRAINING PROGRAMS TO DESCRIBE, YOU ARE FINISHED WITH THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE.




TRAINING PROGRAM #3 ’ l

1 6
A. Write in the activity code number from page 8 of the activity or activities
within this project for whose personnel the training program being described
was designed,

l_ 7-8 m9-1ol l |11—12r 13-14| 15-16

B. What was the duration in hours of this training program? hours 17-19

C. Please indicate the tipe of this training program.

1. pre-service () 3. both pre-service and in-service ()
2. in-service () 4. other, specify ) 20
D. Did this training program provide joint training of the teachers with any of
the following?
1. teacher gide or other supportive personnel 1. yes () 2. no () 21
2, other professional pergcnnel 1. yes () 2. no () 22
3. parents of pupils 1, yes () 2. no () 23
4, ather persOnpel 1. yes () 2. no () 24
E. Who conducted this training program?
1. project director () 5. consultants from business,( )
2., professional sgtaff of SEA industry, etc.
(e.g. reading specialist) () 6. private professional
3. SEA staff () consultants ()
4, college or university ) 7. other, specify () 25
F. Please indicate the objectives of this training program. (select as many
ag necessary)
0. introduction to new instructional techniques 1. yes () 2. no () 26
1. introduction of new content material 1.yes () 2. n1no () 27
2, utilization of instructional equipment and
materials l.yes () 2.1n0o () - 28
3. measurement, evaluatioan and reporting 1. yes () 2. no () 29
4, general orlentation to the philosophy of
compensatory education 1. yes () 2. 1m0 () 30
5. culture and personality of the educationally
disadvantaged 1. yes () 2. no () 31
6. types of learming disabilities 1. yes () 2. no () 32
7. project planning and design 1. yes () 2. no () 33
8, utilization of ancillary services (e.g. guidance) 1. yes () 2. no () 34
9, utilization of other resources (e.g- library,
community) 1. yes () 2. no () 35
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G. Please indicate the number of personnel of the following types who participated
in this training program, during the 1270-71 academic year.

Regular classroom teachers
36-38
Special teachers, (other than compensatory
teachers) Ex: itinerant music teachers 39-41
Compensatory teachers 42-~44
Guidance counselors 45-47
Social Workers : 48-50
School principals 51~53
Other professional personnel 54-~56
Parents 57-59
Teacher aides 60~62
Others 63-65
H. What was the total cost of this training program?
;| .|
66 72
AR
79 80

IF THERE ARE NO FURTHER TRAINING PROGRAMS TO DESCRIBE, YOU ARE FINISHED WITH THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE.
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Teachers kneow their pupile well, sense “heir needs, and observe their changes. i
is with this basic fact irn mind that the Title I Office of the Khode Island 50 ara
Agency for Elementarv and Secondarw “lucaticn turns to vou, the ¢! :ssroom teacher,
assist us with our annual evaluatio: .tudv.

Individual Pur il Information F. mns have been decigne: to accurulate data rewar ir .
pupils who are enrolled in vour Tit!. I, ESEA Reading and/c- Reading Related Ulass.

The data requested are designed (1} to identify those project elements which insure
the greatest effectiveness in programs for the academically disadvantaged, (2) to
determine which new approaches are being used successfully with the academically
disadvantaged, (3) to provide measurable data in relation to the child's achievement,
and (4) to provide reliable demographic information pertinent to the Title 1 éhild.
By collecting responses throughout the State and analyzing the patterns into which
children fall, it should be possible to come closer than ever before to answering these
very difficult and important questions.

The Pupil Information Forms have been designed to draw on the special knowledge
and the experiences which you, as a teacher, have had in your day-to-day encounters
with your students. The individual questions may seem obvious to vou, but your an-
swers to each question are important to the usefulness of this evaluation study.

Your sympathetic care and strict accuracy in following each instruction is
sincerely requested. What vou and other teachers have observed about students will
eventually extend the ability of compensatory programs to meet these childrens' needs.

The evaluation covers only those participants enrolled in Reading and/or
Reading Related Activities. When the study is completed, its findings will be shared
with you. The anonymity of all respondents to questionnaires and the confidentiality
of their replies will be scrupulously observed.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Q ~1-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



You have been issued 75 sets of pre-coded IBM cards. The numbers in the upper left
hand cornexr are the project and teacher identificetion numbers. These numbers are
Tepeated on each of the cards ne-:ssary to complete this ues:ionnaire. The last
digit(s) of the identification = mber represents the pup: nusber. Please assign

one nurber (card set) to each child in the compensatory [ cogram for whem vou are com-
pleting this evaluation questiornaire. It is important that you record the child's
name arn ! code number for fiture —eference.

Upon ccmpletion of the questionraire, please recheck to insure that none of the
questicns have been omitted and return the completed sets of 1BM cards to the pro-
ject di-ector. If it has been z:solutelv impossible to obtain a piece of infcrmation,
place z: explanation and the car: s) in an envelove.

If you have any further questions cencerning the completion of the questionnaire,
please contact your local préject director or Edward T. Costa, Coordinator, Com-
pensatory Education--277-2841.

The cards are due at the State Agency by October 30, 1970.
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INSTEUCTZONS FOR FILLING FUPIL 1IBM CARDS

SPECI-. x0T IE: ‘lease read these irstruc: i-ns befor. starting te £ill ™
BM cards!

Use oriv <pecial =t lead IBM or electrographic penzils such as those used i~

test scoring to mz:F the cards. Dc not use hard lead, :-nk, ball point pens,

Or Crav :n.

Mark on.+ within -te ovals. Press down and fi1ll in complete oral with heavy
lead ma— .

Do not make marks or write anywhere on the cards except within the ovals.,

Do not make more than one mark in a column; be sure to mark initial zeroes.

Do not fold, bend, or staple the cards, and do not use paper clips to hold the
cards together.

Each card column on the IBM Mark Sense Card is compatible with the question on
the project pupil information form. The question number, and card column are

indicated for your convenience. Unnecessary positions have been excluded from
the card and your response will conform to the selections on the questionnaire.

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Please complete the following queszions within the ~-e provicded on
fthe 1EM Mark Sense Card. Do not use ('s unless regue -ed to do so.
Fhe numbers on the questionnaire correspend to the Ma : Sense
positions on the rard.

|1. 1Indicate the month ard vear in which this child wis horn.

1. physical (eyesight, nutrition, etc.,)

2. psychological (emotional disturbance in child or at home)

3. academic (poor attendance, poor teacher, etc.)

4, cultural background (lack c¢f experience, limited exposure
to books, etc.)

(Mark 01 for Jar., ectc.} Do not mark day of the —enth. i R-9
2. In what grade is this pupil? (for grades 1-12 ma~k O1-12, Pre-

school 13, Kindergarten 1%, Special Education 13) 11-11
3. What is this pupil's sex? 1. Male ( ) 2. Female ( )

12

. To what ethnic ¢roup deoes this child belong?

l. Negro (foreign born) 4. White (foreign born) .

2. Negro (native born) 5. Oriental 13

3. White (native born} 6. Other
5. For how many vears prior to this one has this child participated

in 3 Title 1 reading program?

0. none

l. one year ,

2 two vy 14

. years

3. three vyears

4. four vears

5. five years
6. What type of school does this child attend?

1. Public 2, Parothial 3. Private 15
7. How many times has this pupil been retained in a grade?

0. never

l. once 16

2. twice

3. three times

4. four or more times
8. What is this pupil's 1.Q.? (e.g. 1.Q. 95 mark 095)

17-19

9. What I.Q. test was used for the score recorded above?! (See list

provided for code number) 20-21
10. In your opinion which type of factor has contributed most

significantly to this child's educational limitation? 29

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

sufficiently modified for meeting the needs of this child.

|
card ! cargd
_ ‘ no. ! column
11. s child to parti- o E
I. ewinence of in sns:stency between achlevement and projected
MTLla: thaees Ior remedlatlon!
z idence of helow rade achievemen:t on standardized tests 1 23
r 1n teacher-assigned mavks !siow learner) !
3. classroenm hehavior rrobleme | !
“o  another besis not listed nere |
5. T do not know hazis for selection
N A
12, Which of the following best describes the single major design
of the compensatory program in which tnis child is partici-
pating? Mark onlv one.
1 remedial/corrective «, diagnostic 1 25
2 rutorial 5. developmental
3. readiness 6. other
13. 1Is this pupil's father on active duty with the military? D
1. no 2. ves, enlisted status 3. vyes, officer 1 25
status
14, Which of the following best describes the neighborhood in l
which rhis pup:l lives? Mark only one.
l. primarily residential 1 26
2. primarily commerciasl or industrial
3. both residential and commercial
4, primarily rural, farm or open country
15, Which of the following do you consider to be this pupil's
most immediate need i1n terms of his making progress toward
school-related goais. Mark only one.
1 more adequate diet 1 27
2. medical services
3. psychiatric or psychological services
4, enrichment activities
16. 1If you were ab.e to -rder instructional materials specifically
for this child, how would your choice compare with the
materials presentlyv avallable for working with him. 2 6
1. The same as what 1s now available.
2. All of what is now available plus some additional
materials
3. Some of what 1s now avatlable
4. Some of what is now available plus some additional
material.
5. Totally different materials from those which are now
available. '
17. How would you describe the relationship between the design of this
reading program and this child's individual needs?
1. The design of the program, as it stands, is compatible with this
child's needs. 2 /
2. The design of the program permits modifications to meet this
student 's needs.
3. The design of the program 1s not suitable and cannot be
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CARD | CARD
- io_no. f column
13 When was the pretest adhinistered?
1 Arrit of preceding acsdemic vear ;
2. Maw :f preceding azcademic vear
3. Iune of preceding academic year
4. September of this acadermic vear
5. ftteber of this academic year 3 3
h. Iovermber of thic academic vear
7. lecerber of this acadenic yvaar
#. Januarsy of thic ccademic vear
“. February of this academic vear
19, Are vou recording pretest -cores from the Gates-McGinities
- 1. ves 2 G
2. ne
i?r?OU HAVE MARKED "NO™” TO THIS QUESTION HAVE YOUR LOCAL TITLE T DIRECTOR i
CAL! THIZ OFFICE FOR_INSTRUCTIONS ON RECORDING YOUR PRETEST SCORES. _ :
20. Please record the appropriate form of Gates-MacGinitie.
Ol. Readiness
02. Primary A, Form 1
03. Primary A, Form 2
04. Primary B, Form 1
05. Primary B, Form 2
06. Primary C. Form 1
07. Primary C. Ferm 2
08. Survey D. Form 1 2 10-11
09. Survey D, Form 2
10 Survey D, Form 3
11. Survev E, Form i
-2 Survey E. Form 2 ‘
13. Survey E, Forn 3 j
14, Survey F, Form 1 ?
15 Survey F, Form 2 |
16. Survey F, Form 3
i
IF THE READINESS TEST WAS USED, RESPOND TO QUESTION 21. 1IF ONE OF THE _ﬂ
ACHIEVEMENT TESTS WAS USED, RESPOND TO QUESTION 22.
21. Record the totai weighted score and the readiness percentile score
for this pup:l. 2 12-15
22 Record the raw score, <tgnda-d score, and percentile score for this .,
pupii 1in both vocabulary ard comprehension 2 162
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CODE SHEET FOR QUESTION NO. 9 Ci FORM 71-E

INTELLIGENCE TEST

CODE NUMBER

bl

California Test of Mental Maturity

=

- TR

01

é Chicago Non Verbal Examin;fion 02

! Herrmon Nelson Test ofiM;;tal Ability 93

| Lorge Thorndiigilntelligence ‘_5#
Otis Quick Scoriné%&ﬁ&al ability Test 03 o

l SRA Primary Mental Abilirties ) 06 ]
SRA Tests of General Ability 07 h
Stanford Binet Intelligence Scale 7 038
Wechsler lntelligenceiscale for Children 09
Slosson (S.I,T,)i o o 10
Otis Lennon Mentaiqggility Test 1

i Peabody P'icture Voééﬁﬁi;;y 12

' Kuhlman Anderson Intelligence Test o 13

lvggodenough - Hafgls o 14

l SRA Tests of EEGCatioAél Ability B 15 -
SRA Short Test of Educational Ability 16
SRA Pictorial Reasgﬁ;ng Test 17~-
Ohio State University Psychological Test .a
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The use of testing In the ewvaluation of Title I Peading P:ograms
inzended *to provide the Unizted States Ccvernment Iwvaluz<icn Progr
with the "rnard" data it requests on its annual evealuetica Zoram.

This form e2xplicitely rejects "testimonials" as a form cf =vidence.
In effect, the continuance of funding for Titie I Prcgranms may well
depend upon the ebility of programs to demonstirate change Ly the

use of nationally standardized tests.

At the same time, we hope that local use alsc be made of the Test
data, for the improvement cf the effectiveness of individuel Title 1
Programs. The state office is carefully examining the Zata fvom
each year's evaluation ‘to see what relationships Dbetweer. achiewemen:t

and program characteristics can e discerned.

For both of these purposes, we need test data which will be sensi-
tive to the changes programs are making in children. To dc¢ this
truly adeguately, we might need exact specification of objectives
for each child in the program and evidence of that child's progress
toward his objectives. Obviously, and unfortunately, we cannot do

this for thousands of children.

are using represents a compromise. We should make it
no sense are we »unning a "horserace" design. We are
encourage competition among LEA's for the greatest
In all our reports, the identity of LEA's has been

The system we
clear that in
not trying to
gain scures.
concealed.

In selecting a test to use in measuring change, We zre somewhat

less concerned with comparability of systems than we are with com-
parability of sensitivity to individual differences in performance.
For this reason, we want to test each child with that form of the
test which is most appropriate for his reading level, a level which
may not match his grade level in school. "Use the level of test

(A, B, C, D, or E) Which is most appropriate for the actual reading
level of the child without regard for the grade placement? Keep an
accurate account of the level and form of the test used."

Some guidelines which may be useful in selecting level of test to
be used follow.

-8-

MR .

a4

O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC



GRADE

5,6

7,8

10-12

CATE GORY

all

Regular
and severely

retarded repeaters

Other repeaters
Severely re-
tarded readers

Regular and
repeaters

Severely re-
tarded readers

Regular and
repeaters

Severely re-
tarded readers

Regular and
repeaters

Severely re-
tarded readers
Others
Severely re-
tarded readers
Others
Severely re-
tarded readers
Others
Severely re-

tarded readers

Others

GUIDELINES

FORM OF TEST

Use the Readiness test for both pre- and post-
testing.

Use the Readiness test in the fall; vse Readi-
ness or Primary A, Form 2 in the spring.
Primary A, Form 1 in the £all; Primary 4,
Form 2 in the spring

Use Regular grade 1 scheme.

Primary B, Form 1 in the fall; Primary B,
Form 2 in the spring

Use Regular grade 2 scheme, if last reading
score (spring of grade 2) was 2.0 or lower.

Primary C, Form 1 in the fall; Primary C,
Form 2 in the spring

Use Regular grade 3 scheme, if last reading
score (spring of grade 3) was 3.0 or lower.

Use Survey D, Form 1 in the fall; use Sur-
vey D, Form 2 in the spring.

Use Regular grade 3 scheme, if last reading
score ( spring of grade 4 or 5) was 3.0 or
lower.

Use Regular grade 4 scheme.

Use regular grade 4 scheme, if last reading
score (spring of grade 6 or 7) was 4.0 or
lower.

Survey E, Form 1 in the fall; Survey E,
Form 2 in the spring

Use Regular grade 4 scheme, if last reading
score (spring of grade 8) was 5.0 or lower.

Use scheme for grade 7 and 8 Others.
Use scheme for grade 7 and 8 Others, if
last reading score (spring of previous

year) was 6.0 or lower.

Survey F, Form 1 in the fall; Surve- F,
Form 2 in the spring.

-9.



POST PROJECT INFORMATION 71-C

MESSAGE TO THE TEACHER

Teachers know their pupils well, sense their needs, and observe their charges.
It is with this basic fact in mind that the Title I Office of the Rhode Island
State Department of Education turns to jou, the classroom teacher, to assist us
with our annual evaluation study.

Individual Pupil Information Forms have been designed to accumulate data

"y

regarding pupils who are cnrolied in your ‘1itls I, ESEA Reading and/or Reading
Related Class. Trne data requested are designad (1) to identify those project
elements which insure the greatest effectiveness in programs for the acacemically
disadvantaged, (2) to determine whic: new approaches are being used successfully
with the :cademically disadvantaged, (3) to provide measurable data in relation to
the child's achievement, and (4) to provide rzliable demographic information
pertinent to the Title I Child. By ccliacting responses throughout the State ..nd
analyzing the patterns into which children fall, it should be possible to come
closer than ever before_to answering these very difficult and important questicns.

The Pupil Information Forms hava beaen designed to draw on the special knowl-
edge and the experiences whichk you, as a teacher, have had ir your day-to-day
encounters with your students. The individual quastions may seem nbvious to you,
but your answers to cach question arz important to the usefulness of this evalua-
tion study.

Your sympathetic care and strict accuracy in following each iastruction is
sincerely requested. What you and other teachers have observed about students will
eventually extend the ability of compensatory programs to meet these childrens'
needs.

The evaluation covers only those participants enrolled in Reading and/or
Reading Related Activities, when the study is completed, its findings Qill be
shared with you, The anonymity of all respondents to questionnaires and the con-
fidentiality of their replies will be scrupulously observed.

)
[]{I(j Thank you for your cooperation.
Pz |



INSTRUCTIONS FOR FILLING OUT
PUPIL DATA SHEETS

SPECIAL NOTE: Please read these instructions CAREFULLY before starting
to fill in thz Pupil Data Sheets.

As you will notice there has been a change in the procedure for collecting
data regarding pupils who arez enrolled in your Title I, ESEA Reazding and/or
Reading Related Class. We have found that the filling out of IBM cards promoted
many probleme in collecting full and accurate data on your pupils. These forms
have been designed to allow a great amount of latitude in handling and with your
cooperation we hope to give more accurate and concise data in return.

A few procedures that should be observed are listed below:
1. Fill in all boxes unless the question states otherwise.

2. Write clearly and legibly. There is no need for special pencils
but clarity is of utmost importance.

3. Try to keep the sheets as clean as possible. This will avoid us
coming back to you for repetitive information,

4. 1If you are asked to give a number response and there are three
boxes and your answer only has two digits, precede your number
with a zero, i.e.[O[6]0]. You can see the problem that might
arise if you place your response of 60 in the first two boxes,
we might interpyet it as 600.

We hope that these new forms will make your job of data collection much easier,
if you have any further questions concerning the completion of the data sheets,
please contact your local project director, If these questions cannot be answered
at the local level, then contact --

Mr. Gerry Leonard
Office of Compensatory Education
Telephone No, 277-2841

The data sheets are due in the Title I Office no later than May 27, 1971.

-1~



COMPENSATORY EDUCATION EVALUATION FORM 71-C
POST-PROJECT PUPIL INFORMATION

The answers to the questions on compensztory education evaluation survey form 71-C
are designed to give information on the pupil near or at the termination of the
program. These questions focus on the services rendered to children through their
compensatory education program. '

BO{ NO.
1. As of May 15th how many days has this pupil been absent
from his Title 1 Program during the time of his enroll-
ment in t..is Program? 16-17
2. Hcw many home visitaticns were involved as an integral
part of this pupil's compensatory education program? 18-19
3. How many of these visitations were made by each of the
following?
1. social worker 4. liaisou person 20-29
2, teacher 5. guidance counselor
3. psychologist
The sum of these fiv2 numbers must equal the answer to
question No. 2
4, Has this pupil been administered individualized standardized
tests of any nature?
1. yes 2. no 30
5. If you answered '"yes" te question number four, please
indicate the type of test(s) administered.
1. intelligence 1. yes 2. no 31-34
2. aptitude 1. yes 2. no
3. diagnostic 1. ves 2. no
4. achievement 1, yes 2. no
6. Has this child had a detailed psychological assessment by a
clinical psychologist or psychiatrist?
1. yes 35
2, no
7. What were the number of weeks spent by this pupil ir the
Title I compensatory activity during the duration of this
project?
1. less than six weeks 4., 18-23 weeks 36
2. 6-11 weeks 5. 24-29 weeks
3. 12-17 weeks . 6. 30-36 weeks







BOX NO.

8. How many total hours were spent in this Title I
compensatory activity during the project? 37-39
9. Some reading programs spend all the available time on
reading activities; other programs include less directly
reading related activities like field trips. What of
the descriptions below best typifies your program?
1. 100% of the time on reading, 0% on other activities 40
2. 75% of the time on reading, 25% on other activities
3. 50% of the time on reading, 50% on other activities
4. 257 of the time on reading, 75% on other activities
10. Has this child received any of the following services
funded by this Title I program?
1. guidance and counseling 1. yes 2, no 41-46
2, speech and/or hearing 1. yes 2. no
3. mental health service 1. yes 2, no
4. nutritional service 1. yes 2, no
5. sex education. 1. yes 2. no
6. treatment or therapy for 1. yes 2. no
physical health
11. Has this child received any of the following services
frinded by the local scheool system?
1. guidance and counseling 1. yes 2, no 47-52
2. speech and/or hearing 1. yes 2. no
3. mental health service 1. ves 2. no
4. nutritional service 1. yes 2. no
5. sex education 1. yes 2, no
6. treatment OT therapy for 1. yes 2. no
physcial health
12, If this child's compensatory program is designed to overcome
an educational deficiency or to increase performance commen-
surate with his ability, were the services supplemental to
the regular school program?
Example: the child received remedial reading in addition
to the regular classroom reading.
1. yes 53
2. no
13. Did this child leave his compensatory program before its
regular termination time?
1. yes 54
2, no




14,

What was the reason for his leaving?

1. attainment of a reading level commensurate with
his ability

family moving

parental dissatisfaction with the program

child's dissatisfaction with or loss of interest
in program

. child's failure to adjust to program

other

. did not lesave program

MW
- -

~Nouk
.

BOX NO.

55

15.

Which of the following responses bast describes the pupil’s
participation in this compensatory program?
l. left program and did not return
2, left program because he attained a reading level
commensurate with his ability but then returned
to the compensatory program
3. left program for reason other than #2 and then
returned
4. did not leave program

56

16,

Has this child been diagnosed by competent medical or
psychological authority as handicapped in any of the
following categories? (Please record the major handicap
only) :
1. mentally retarded
2, hard of hearing
. deaf
. speech impaired
crippled '
visually handicapped
seriously emotionally disturbed
other health impaired
no handicap has been diagnosed

oo~ P~W

57

17.

Have this pupil's parents communicated with the compensatory
teacher or classroom teacher about his program in reading?
1. compensatory teacher

. classroom teacher

. both

. neither

IS ROV L

58

18.

The test information you will provide for this child was
obtained from: :
1. tests regularly given to all pupils in this grade
throughout this school system
2. tests administered in relation to the Compensatory
Education Program

59




19. Which one of the following best describes the objective
of the reading activity for which the test results are

recoxrded?

1.

mswN

(o)}

to
to
to
to
to

increase
increase
increase
increase

skills

other

reading
reading
reading
reading
improve language

readiness

skills in general
vocabulary skills
comprehension skills

arts and/or communication

BOX NO.

60

1.

* s s
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20. When was the post-test administered?

October of this school year
November of this school year
Decembzr of this school year
January of this school year
February of this school year
March of this school year
April of this school year
May of this school year

June of this school year

61

2.

no

21. Are you recording post-test scores from the Gates-MacGinitie?
1. yes

62

IF YOU HAVE MARKED ''NO" TO THIS QUESTION RECORD THE POST-TEST- SCORES
OF THE SAME TEST THAT WAS USED FOR THE PRETEST.

22, ' Please
0l.

02.

03.

04.

l , 05.
06.

07.
08.
09.
10,
11.

g 12.
' 13.

14.
15.
16.

record the appropriate form of Gates MacGinitie.
Readiness
Primary A,
Primary A,
Primary B,
Primary B,
Primary C,
Primary C,
Survey D,
Survey D,
Survey D,
Survey E,
Survey E,

Survey E
Survey F,
Survey F
Survey F

Form
Form
Form
Form
Form
Form
Form
Form
Form
Form
Form
Form
Form
Form

"Form

WNRFRFWNFHWLWNEHENDEHNDPE NP

63-64




IF THE READINESS TEST WAS USED, RESPOND TO QUESTION 23, IF ONE
OF THE ACHIEVEMENT TESTS WAS USED, RESPOND TO QUESTION 24,
DO _NOT ANSWER BOTH

BOX NO.

23, Record the total weighted score for this pupil.

65-66

24, Record the raw score for this pupil in both wvezcabulary
and comprehension,

67-70




STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVID"NCE PLANTATIONS

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Hayes Strewe:, Providence, .>hode Island 02908

Fred .. Ewur-e, Commissioner

SUMNARY OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1976-1971 A{NUAL EVALUATION
OF READING PROGRAMS

During the academic year 1$70-1971, several communities
in the State of Rhode !sland received funds under Title ! of
the ESEA of 1965 for the operation of reading and reading-related
programs for educationally deprived children. Since the State
Vepartment of Education is required by law teo subtmit to the U.S.
Gffice of Education annually an evaluation of progranis operated
Wwithin the State during that year, we enlist the aid of these
local communities to provide us with information abcut the pro-
grams, their operation, the children they serve, and the edu-
cational achievement of the participants.

A detailed State analysis is made of the educational achieve-
ment of projcct participants in grades 1 through 10 on whom pre-
and post-test scores on the Gates-Maclinitie Readine Tests are
available. For the year 1970-1971, this analysis was conducted
on 3535 children in the State.

The pre-test results clearly show that those children sel-
ected to participate in Title | reading programs were substan-
tially below thein ¢xpected arade equivalent scores based on
their crade placement. Iin the past, these cliildren had been
makinc -mverage gains cof .3 months per month in school rather
than zivee =2xpected 1.0 months gain per month in school .

. Post-test results on these same childrem =zhowed that the
gains msde followimg the children's participeizion in Title |

readiny wYrograms aweraged 1.4 months gain per month in program.
That gesin represents not only a significant improvemznt over
their pre-Title | reading progress bu:t also r=presents a level
of impr .vement in excess of usual cains of ab:..ut 1.0 month gain

per mcnzm in school.

May, 1972




TABLE |

1970-1971 TITLE | READING ACHIEVEMENT DATA

Combined . Combined Prior Average Average
Grade Pre-Test Post-Test Monthly Gain Monthly Gain

1 (N-64) 1.4 2.3 A 1.

2 (N-977) 1.4 2.3 .2 1.1

3 (N-863) 2.0 3.0 .3 1.4

h  (N-437) 2.6 3.6 b 1.3

5 (N-378) 3.3 L.s .4 1.2

6 (N-308) 4. 5.0 .5 1.2

7 (N-277) 4.5 6.2 .5 2.6

8 (N-81) 5.0 6.9 .5 2.8

9 (N-150) 6.6 7.8 .6 2.6
TOTAL

(N-3535) .3 1.4

*Repeaters
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Table 1 presents the deta for the 3535 children on whom there
is pre-test and post-test dota availab':. All children in the pro-
grams were designated to be problem re::ders at the outset and the
pre-test results clearly indicate that they were. Their average
reading level was well be'ow grade level, and became increasingly
so with advancing grade plarement.

By the conclusion of their Title | program, these problem
readers made gains in reading scores creater than expected by the
average child their age. As a result, while still not reading 'at
grade level' by year's end, the typical pupil had overcome a pre-
vious tendency to fall increasingly beh nd in school and instead was

catching up with his peers, sometimes a2z a startling rate.

The prior average mornthly gain in all grade levels had been
between .2 and .6 months per month in sczhooi. The average monthly
gain taking place during the 1570-1971 Title | programs was between
1.1 and 2.8 depending on the grade leve!l involved. At every grade
level the rate of learning this year exceeded the average rate of all
previous years of schooling.

A DDENDUM

In the current academic year, 25 c-mmunities are condﬁcting
reading projects funded under Title |, £SEA and State Compensatory
Aid., In alphab:tical order, they are:

North Providence
North Smithfield

Central Fails
Chariho

Cranston

East Provi:iesnce
Exeter-West Greenwich
Foster-Glozester
James town

Johnston

Lincoln

Middletown
Narragans=tt

Newport

Pawtucket
Portsmouth
Prowidence
Richmond

Sc tuate
Sowirh Kingstown
Tiverton
Warwick
Westerly
West Warwick
Woonsocket

For. further information, contact: Ma. Edward T. Costa
Coondinaton, Compensatory Education
R.I. Depantment of Education

onr,

Dr. Lenore Delucda
Consultant on Evaluation
Rhode I1sfand College















